- Coastal cone
Anformation
_Center

i
|

S | _
McMANIS ASSO

MANAGEMENT AND I




1 " | 7 C955~;7é;

K&cManis
IASSO(IIA'I'ES, INC., c

<
/A STUDY TO IDENTIFY
THOSE UNIQUE ASPECTS OF
COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT
WHICH OCCUR IN URBAN AREAS

“‘f/ OCTOBER 1975

FEiB’Ei ¥§7fi

U - ‘t\‘u“" FET“F\“‘&TER

Ly pean e

!toporty of csc iibrary

3 /
Office of Coastal Zone Management
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
Contract No. 4-36766

U.S. DEFARTIENT OF COMMERCE NOAA
COASTAL SERVICES CENTER

€234 SOUTH HOBSON AVENUE
CrABLESTON, SC 29405-2413

MAR 2 6 1807

MCMANIS ASSOCIATES, INC. / Management and Rescarch Consultants / 1120 Connecticut Avenue, Northwest / Washington, D.C. 20036 / (202) 296-1355
MEMBER OF THE ASSOCIATION OF MANAGEMENT CONSULTANTS

now
peerr o O
[ F YO R b Mvm



lﬁ eV anis

ASSCCIATES, INCG

Office of Coastal Zone Management

National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration

U.S. Department of Commerce

3300 Whitehaven Street, N.W.

Washington, D. C. 20235

Gentlemen:

We are pleased to submit our final report in accordance with our contract, No. 4-
36766.

BACKGROUND AND
OBJECTIVES OF THE PROJECT

The coast of the United States is, in a general sense, the country’s most valuable
geographical asset. Yet it is probably the asset most threatened with deterioration and
irreparabie danger. Nowhere is this more apparent than in our urban centers within
the coastal zone. It is here that intensive concentrations of population exist, demands
upon the land and water to support industrial growth and economic development are
most acute, resources to provide life support systems must be marshalled, and transporta-
tion and recreational needs are burgeoning. To get a handle on the extent of these
demands, and the extent that existing institutions manage and control these resources
with the coastal zone, the Office of Coastal Zone Management wisely decided to
commission a study to:

8 Identify the characteristics of coastal zone management in urban areas.

a Identify those institutions and institutional arrangements in and between
states, regional county and city governments and special districts.

Further, to begin to understand the needs of urban planners in the coastal zone,
the contractor was to assess their needs for additional education, information and/or
experience to participate more fully in planning and controlling activities in the coastal
zone.

To these ends, McManis Associates, Inc. was selected on a competitive procure-
ment and awarded a contract on June 30, 1974.

McMANIS ASSOCIATES, INC. / Management and Research Consultants / 1120 Connecticut Avenue, Northwest / Washington, D.C. 20036 / (202) 296-1355
MEMBER OF THE ASSOCIATION OF MANAGEMENT CONSULTANTS



CONDUCT AND
METHODOLOGY OF THE PROJECT

As originally proposed and as accepted by your Office, we conducted the project
in four discrete phases of work, each including several component action steps.

During Phase 1, we conducted a detailed research of appropriate backgroundlma-
terials relating to the conditions in the coastal zone and those leading up to the passage
of the Coastal Zone Management Act. Further, we conducted a series of extensive issue-
mapping tasks through in-depth interviews with several Federal agencies and representa-
tives of some of the leading public interest groups in Washington, D.C. This led to the
specification of a diagnostic checklist of issues to be explored with practitioners and
local officials. Finally, we gained agreement with your government technical represen-
tative on criteria for selecting the sites for our field survey, the proposed sites, and the

information to be collected at each site. This phase of work was completed in September,
1974.

This phase led in turn to the actual site visits. To this end, we completed our re-
search on each site in Washington, D. C. before actually proceeding to make our visit.
Further, to ensure our instruments and evaluation criteria/information was responsive
1o the conditions likely to be found locally, we field-tested each on our visit to our first
site: Wilmington/New Castle County, Delaware, where all three team members joined
in this visit. The remaining six field visits were scheduled and completed in October,
1974. This phase culminated with a debriefing of our key findings to members of your
staff.

From November, 1974 to January, 1975, we planned to tabulate and analyze all

data. Various analytical pieces were completed and sections of the final report were
framed during this third phase of work.

Finally, we have completed several drafts of the final report, plus progress memo-
randa, and have submitted them for your review.

WHAT WE FOUND

Our first and most obvious finding is that, aside from the differences in the size
and potential effect of cities upon the coastal zone, the sheer number of agencies, both
at the state and local tevel, responsible for impacting upon and planning and controlling
resources and activities in the urban coastal zone has produced fragmented action. Like-
wise, much of the institutional response is bifurcated along land use and water use lines,
reflecting in turn more control at the state level over activities on the seaward side and
regional, county and city agencies (including special districts like port authorities) con-
trolling activities and developments along the landward side and adjacent physical de-
velopments. This multiplicity of agencies, with different interests and historical focus,



has, we have found in these urban centers, exacerbated the task of gaining agreement on
the values, aims and outcomes to be achieved in the adjacent coastal zone. By compari-
son the planning for and controlling of the coastal zone in rural areas is vastly simpler.

From our extensive discussions with a multiplicity of officials with widely-differ-
ing opinions and interests, most agreed that management of coastal zone activities can
only be strengthened in the urban area through: (1) greater recognition of the complex-
ity of the task by states and by giving local-elected officials and coordinating bodies
greater say in planning in their own areas, producing in effect a two-tier program: one
for the urban area with lesser state intervention and one for the rural area with poten-
tially sizeable state action, (2) the historical bias of local officials and land use planners
for preserving land values and of certain state officials (such as recreation and water re-
sources officials) for minimizing access and use of the water has to be bridged through
opening up communication channels, leading to greater consensus-building, and (3)
the necessity for merging of separate state planning and administrative agencies - either
organizationally or process-wise — to gain unanimity of action in responding to the con-
ditions in the coastal zone and the Section 305 coastal zone management plan.

Symptomatic of the nature of the institutional problem is its effect upon those
charged with planning in the coastal zone. Again, reflecting the historical bias of their
parent agencies, local planners, with exception of some regional planning groups, have
a focus and a mindset almost exclusively for developments and zoning on the landward
side of the coastline. The reverse is true for those doing almost exclusively planning for
activities on, in and under the water. We believe that any preparation of land use plan-
ners for water use applications, and vice versa, can best be achieved by gaining access to
those professional associations to which training and credentials are obtained. The exist-
ing network of Sea Grant Program institutions could help prepare for this transitional
training for water use planners by introducing training in land use applications and the
nuances of zone administrative and physical development on the adjacent land. Only
through such a strategy do we believe that the segmented -approach to comprehensive
land use — water use planning can be mended and changes institutionalized.

OUTLINE OF THE REPORT

We have organized the attached report according to the logic scheme implied in
your original work statement, and provided herein a detailed discussion of the observa-
tions expressed in this summary throughout the body of the report, divided into Chap-
ters as follows:

I Background

Il An Examination of Institutional Arrangements, Resources and Manage-
ment Capacity.



I, Guidance from this Study on Elements of Coastal Zone Management and
Institutional Arrangements to Address those Elements

1V.  Needs of Urban Planners in Coastal Zone Management
The full case studies on each of the seven sites visited is contained in Appendix A.

In addition, in the course of our study we found it necessary for our own under-
standing of coastal zone management and of what's been published by producing a
selected bibliography, contained in Appendix B. A Coastal Terminology section, which
also aided our understanding, was prepared and is provided in Appendix C. As you re-
quested, we have provided a listing of officials and planners we interviewed during the
course of this study, in Appendix D.

# * * * *

We have appreciated this opportunity to serve the Office of Coastal Zone Manage-
ment and hope that this report, plus its underlying analyses, has advanced the state of
knowledge of how jurisdictions and urban officials can interact and begin to manage ac-
tivities better in our nation’s coastal zone.

Respectfully submitted,
McManis Associates, Inc.

ol of P

Gerald L. McManis
President
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{. BACKGROUND

A. BACKGROUND AND
OBJECTIVES OF THE PROJECT

The coast of the United States is, in a general sense, the country’s most valuable
geographical asset. Yetitis probably the asset most threatened with deterioration and
irreparable damage.

This deterioration is due to a number of competing forces:

Presently, 53% of our nation’s population lives in cities and counties
within fifty miles of our coastline. This places an overwhelming bur-
den on the coastal zone for water, land, sewage disposal, port facilities,
energy, etc. By the year 2000, this is expected to increase to 80%, or
225 million people.

e Recreational demands for the limited space are expected to increase
sharply. At this time, 51 million people use the recreational aspects
of the sea coast and this is expected to increase by 19 million in two
years.

In the next two decades, new power plants alone, in response to the
compelling need for additional energy-generating capability, will take
up 200 square miles of land, and long-range transmission lines will need
nearly 5,000 square miles of right-of-way. Much of this will find its
way, out of economic necessity, to the coastline.

= Local jurisdictions, strapped for additional tax revenues, have pro-
moted the development of their areas. [n California, subdivision has
reached a rate of 100,000 units a year. In Florida, 200,000 new recrea-
tional and retirement subdivision lots are registered every year. In
Chicago’s northwestern suburbs, for example, homes and apartments
have been built on flood plains subject to recurrent inundation.

= Over 113 different federal capital expenditure programs are able to
make unilateral and unchecked decisions on development of our na-
tion’s coastlines. Even where a jurisdiction might have restricted cer-
tain forms of development, the federal government has often preempted
the locale’s prerogatives.



= The Santa Barbara coastal oil spills have underscared the plight of the
coastal zone. The potential danger from this source is even maore pre-
valent with the vastly increased number of oil rigs contemplated on
the Gulf Coast and the expected increased activity on the East Coast.

Until the enactment of the Marine Protection, Research and Sanctu-
aries Act of 1972 (P.L. 92-532), our nation’s cities had indiscriminate-’
ly dumped in the coastal zone. Since then, cities like New York have
been compelled to find other disposal sites. Further, many coastal cities
encounter sand, limestone and gravel soil conditions at their landfill sites,
producing leachate and the contamination of ground water with carbon
dioxide gas. Eventually, this contaminated water winds up in our
streams, rivers and oceans. The disposal of semi-liquid sludges has also
increased enormously with the vastly expanded municipal treatment
facility capacity.

8 The increased population, economic activity and demands for low-cost,
accessible transportation routes have reduced the availability of virgin
coastal areas. In the period of 1922-1954 over one-quarter of the salt
marshes were destroyed by filling, diking or draining, or by construct-
ing walls along the seaward marsh edge. In the following ten years, a
further 10% of the remaining sea marsh between Maine and Delaware
was destroyed.

Traditional coastal zone management efforts have suffered from at least
three problems. First, they separated projects, such as port develop-
ment, draining of wetlands and growth of new communities, from con-
trols over these profects, such as dredging controls, water quality stan-
dards and land use restrictions. Different agencies dealt with separate
incidents of control. For example, in Oregon there are eight different
agencies responsible for different parts of the coastal zone resources.
Secondly, traditional coastal zone management focused on single re-
sources: fish, ground water, oil production, agriculture, etc. Finally,
coastal zone management lacked long-term and short-term goals.

For these and other reasons, a new national ““land ethic,” directly affecting the
coastal zone, has appeared. This ethic is based on the widespread realization that - as
with clean air and clean water ~- the supply of desirable land is limited and dwindling
rapidly, and that measures to husband and protect it seem called for. Further, land
must be viewed not as a commodity to be bought, sold or consumed, but as a finite re-
source which must be managed in the interests of future generations.



Land use regulation, or zoning, has traditionally been a local matter, a constitu-
tional power delegated by the states to counties and cities. But zoning is far from wide-
spread. Of some 60,000 jurisdictions in the country, only 5,000 have instituted any
torm of zoning. Nor does zoning necessarily mean land pianning. As now practiced, it
is primarily a device for protecting selected established land values.

Of greater significance, however, many of today’s land problems are beyond the
capacity of local jurisdictions, as now constituted. The National Commission on Urban
Problems reported in 1968: “Int large urban areas. local government boundaries rarely
reflect the true economic and social watersheds. The present indiscriminate distribution
of zoning authority leads to.incompatible uses along municipal borders, duplication of
public facilities, attempted exclusion of regional facilities.”

More recently, our nation has also had to face the fact that there is not enough
energy to go around. For a variety of domestic and international reasons, our country
has not kept pace with the burgeoning demands for energy. This has produced some
concern about our ability to maintain our current high standard of living. But, more
specifically, the provision of adequate, low-cost, clean energy — formerly a local issue
— has become an appropriate concern for the states and the nation.

These and other factors have obligated state governments to reclaim, in effect, some
of the land use authority once broadly delegated to localities. Already in 1973, seven-
teen state legislatures have passed comprehensive land use regulations to this end. This
pullback of local autonomy has affected local controls in their broadest sense: zoning,
shoreline, wetland and flood plain regulation and scenic river preservation. It has also
covered “critical areas’: farmland and real estate development regulations; highway,
industry and airport siting; strip-mining and erosion controls.

Supporting this new ethic, the Commission on Marine Science, Engineering and
Resources (the so-called Stratton Commission) recognized the overriding importance of
the coastal zone and its relationship to land use management. The Commission desig-
nated one of its panels to report on the coastal zone. The report, Our Nation and the
Sea, set out a definitive blueprint for action for the United States.

From this work a number of federal land use and environmental laws were enacted,
with only one major piece yet to be passed, the Land Use Policy and Planning Assistance
Act (S. 268). In the 92nd Congress, three major pieces of legislation were enacted: the
Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act of 1972 (P. L. 92-632); the Marine
Mammals Protection Act (P.L. 92-5622) and the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972
(P.L.92-583).

The last of these is designed to give states new impetus in developing programs for
planning and managing the coastal land and water resources. President Nixon's statement
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on signing the act paints out that it “recognizes the need for carefully planned, compre-
hensive management programs to ensure the most rational and beneficial use of the
coastal zone . . . (and) that the stares can usually be the most effective regulators of such
a planning process.” Further, the President instructed the Secretary “to carry out this
stature in a way which focuses federal efforts on the adequacy of state processes rather
than to become involved in the merits of particular land use decisions.”

White the threat to the entire coastal zone has been well documented, the imme-
diate threat — its magnitude, its scope and specific ways of dealing with it in the context
of the division of powers between the Federal government, state governments and local
general-purpose and special district governments — within the urban area has not been
thoroughly documented.

The obvious effects of population and its requirements for life support processes
upon the coastal zone can easily be imagined. But the secondary and tertiary effects of
industrial development, transportation, housing and community services and recreation
are not as well known. For example, if an urban area has twice as much housing than an-
other area, what does this mean upon the controls exercised on the coastal zone and the
use or preservation of the resources within that coastal zone?

Likewise, the effectiveness and interlocking relationship upon state and local con-
trolling agencies were also widely speculated about. More specifically, what did the
presence of a port authority do to the extent of planning, control and coordination of
resources within the coastal area? How was the management of the coastal zone en-
hanced? Were the values, interests and institutional loyalties easier to ameliorate and
compromise with the presence of these institutions, or was it harder?

It was to the resolution of these ends that the Office of Coastal Zone Management
sought outside professional assistance. Specifically, the contractor was to:

@ ldentify the characteristics of coastal zone management in urban areas,
particularly in the use of water;

® Identification of the institutions and the institutional arrangements in
and between state, regional, county and city governments and special
districts in the urban coastal zone, and how they can contribute to or
detract from fulfillment of CZM objectives;

o Recommendations for the development of the urban partion of a coast-
al zone management program, and

] Recommendations on the education, information and experience neces-
sary for urban planners to participate in coastal zone management.

| — 4
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B. CONDUCT AND
METHODOLOGY OF THE PROJECT

As originally proposed and as accepted by the government technical representative,
the project was divided into four phases, each including several tasks. Briefly they were
as follows:

PHASE | - BACKGROUND RESEARCH AND PROJECT PLANNING

Phase | involved getting on the same wave length as various coastal zone interests.
In order to take advantage of published material and to speak the same language, we
began a search of available literature and a layman’s dictionary of coastal terminology.

To further our basic understanding, a series of interviews were planned. Recognized
coastal zone experts, officials of federal agencies with an influence in the coastal zone,
congressional staff and key legislative staff of the public interest groups (National Gov-
ernor’s Conference, Council of State Governments, National Association of Regional
Councils, National Association of Counties, National League of Cities, U. S. Conference
of Mavyors and international City Management Association) were asked the following
questions:

1.  What are the characteristics of coastal zone management in urban areas?

2. What are state, metropolitan and local planning efforts lacking in man-
agment of the urban coastal zone?

3. What local governmental institutions are involved in urban coastal zone
management and how do they interact with state and federal agencies?

4.  What do state governments need to know about local government
powers and practices in land and water use?

5. What training, information or experience should urban planners have in
order to participate in coastal zone management? and

6. Where are examples of local institutional management of the urban coastal
zone, and who should we interview?

From these initial interviews, enough information was collected to crystalize the

project goals, develop study site criteria and apply that criteria to the thirty-three places
which had been suggested (states, counties and cities in combination).

I—5



Of those thirty-three suggestions, eighteen were chosen by the consuitants. A back-
ground paper was developed on each which included the following information:

Geographic location,

Receipt of CZMA Section 305 grant,

SMSA population of 1,000,000 as of 1970,
State, regional and local planning agencies,
Use of land and water in urban coastal zone,

State legislation providing for coastal zone management, and

@ w o Q H T

Previous knowledge of area, programs or personnel.

Sites were listed by geographic regions, under the consideration that a primary ex-
ample of urban coastal zone management, suitable for replication, would emerge from
each region.

Selected were these urban areas:

»  Seattle — King County — Washington

=  San Deigo - San Diego County — California

. New Orleans/Orleans Parish — Louisiana

w  St. Petersburg/Clearwater — Pinellas County — Florida
. Wilmington — New Castle County — Delaware

= Portland — Cumberland County — Maine

»  Detroit — Wayne County — Michigan

- San Juan — Puerto_ Rico (soon afterward dropped as a site)

A short description of each and its significance as an urban center in the coastal
zone is presented next.

SEATTLE - KING COUNTY - WASHINGTON

From the deep water harbor of Elliott Bay, through Puget Sound, Admiralty Inlet
and the straits of Juan de Fuca, a link of about 125 miles, lies the Pacific Ocean, Seattle’s
avenue to Alaska and the Far East. Distances between Seattle and Yokohama are much
shorter than between Yokohama and any other large U, S. mainland port.

In pre-nylon days, when speed was of the essence, the fastest transcontinental trains
in the U. S. ran between Seattle and Paterson, N. J., then the silk stocking capital of the
world.



All shores of Elliott Bay are occupied by the port function as are the banks of the
lower Duwamish River and the Lake Washington Ship Canal. There are many other
ports along the hundreds of miles of inlets, passages and “canals’”’ (i.e., channel) such as
Bremerton, the naval shipyard, on Rich’s passage and Bangor on the Hoaod Canal but
nowhere is there such a concentration as on Elliott Bay.

Elsewhere on Puget Sound the waters and shores are used for housing and recrea-
tion. Shoreside parks, beaches and public boat ramps are numerous. North of Fort
Lawton the Port of Seattle has built a 4,440-foot breakwater in Shilshole Bay, forming
a rather large boat anchorage for pleasure craft. An undersea gardens aquarium is ad-
jacent.

The Lake Washington Ship Canal, with its two parallel focks, spillway, dam and
fish ladder, connects Puget Sound with Lake Washington. The canal carries pleasure
craft primarily, followed by commercial craft, some ocean-going, and log rafts.

The waters and shores of Lake Washington are overwhelmingly residential and recrea-
tional. The western shore south of Union Bay is an almost continuous ribbon of parks,
public beaches (the lake water is somewhat warmer than that of the sound), fishing piers,
marinas, boat ramps, yacht clubs and a seaplane landing area. Offshore are a hydroplane
course and the University of Washington crew racing area.

The eastern shore tends to have fewer public beaches and piers while on Mercer
Island the beaches and piers are private.

There are a number of smaller lakes such as Lake Sammamish to the east of Lake
Washington; Lake Union, an inlet of the ship canal with port facilities and a seaplane land-
ing; and Green Lake with public beaches, piers and an aqua theater.

Seattle’s fishing fleet, réportedly the largest on the Pacific Coast, does most of its
fishing away from Seattle waters although the catch is processed and marketed on the
piers of Elliott Bay.

Ship building, a thriving industry during World War 1, has been reduced to the build-

ing, maintenance and repair of fishing boats. This statement does not apply to the naval
facility at Bremerton on the western side of the sound.

SAN DIEGO -SAN DIEGO COUNTY - CALIFORNIA

Of San Diego’s two bays, Mission Bay to the north is used entirely for recreational
purposes. There are marinas, yacht ctubs, beaches, both on the bay and ocean shores and
a Sea World Aguatic Museum, a Marine Land. There are many facilities for sports fishing
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but the actual fishing takes place in the Pacific off the coast of Baja California with bass,
albicore, tuna, among others being the game.

Commercial fishing is centered on San Deigo Bay, where the largest tuna fleet in the
country docks. Tuna fishing takes place, or used to, south of San Diego as far as Ecuado-
rian and Peruvian waters. Since Ecuador and Peru have been seizing and impounding tuna
boats, part of the fleet now fishes in North Pacific waters off Japan. The tuna canneries
are located adjacent to the tuna docks.

The east shore of San Diego Bay is predominantly commercial docks with the excep-
tion of a yacht club and a few marinas. The west shore, with the exception of the naval
facilities, is all recreational. There are yacht clubs and marinas on the bay side and beach
on both the bay and the ocean.

One unusual recreational activity is whale watching. The whales going south to win-
ter in the Guif of California, pass close to San Diego’s beaches.

In La Jolla, a northern residential section of the city, is located the Scripp Institute,
one of the country’s leading sites of oceanographic research.

Like other Southern California cities, the rivers of San Diego have little recreational
value as they are dry in the summer and often raging torrents in the winter.

NEWORLEANS - ORLEANS PARISH - LOUISIANA

Based on tonnage, New Orleans ranks, after New York City, as America’s second
port and water-transport is its feading function. Its relationship with water is very intimate.

New Orleans proper has an area of 364 square miles, of which surface 46% is water.
The city is only feet above the mean level of the Mississippi and the water table so high
that some cemeteries are buiit above ground.

The port area extends 51 miles along both sides of the Mississippi and along both
sides of the 11 mile Inner Harbor Navigation Canal which runs between the river and Lake
Pontchartrain. Traffic also is carried on the Guif Tidewater Channel and the Intracoastal
Canal but the main transport stream is the 100 mile stretch of the river between New
Orleans and the Gulf of Mexico. The 100 miles is the length of the channel; actually the
city has expanded residentially to the shores of Lake Borgne, an arm of the Gulf.

Recreational activities, swimming, sailing and yachting are centered on Lake Pont-
chartrain and to a lesser extent Lake Borgne. One of the first railroads in the U.S., west

of the Appalachians ran between New Orleans and the beach and boat house on Pontchart-
rain.



One access to the Guif through Lake Borgne, which is not a lake, is into Mississippi
Sound, Cat Island Channel, Chandeleur Sound and finally the gulf. Lake Borgne is a
good sports and commercial fish area.

Shrimp and other shell fish are packed and shipped from New Orteans. The ship
building industry is mostly confined today, to the construction and maintenance of fish-
ing boats. '

ST. PETERSBURG/CLEARWATER - PINELLAS COUNTY - FLORIDA

These cities lie on a peninsula between Tampa Bay on the east and Boca Ciega (trans.
Blind Mouth) Bay on the west and has 33 miles of waterfront, all on the two bays. In
addition there are, at a short distance, miles of beaches at St. Petersburg Beach, a separate
municipality and Madena Beach on a barrier island that separates Boca Ciega Bay and
Clearwater Harbor from the Gulf of Mexico.

In St. Petersburg’s central business district on Tampa Bay, there are fishing piers, a
farge public marina, a Bayfront Center, which is a large pier that contains an auditorium
and an arena and the commercial docks. Elsewhere on Tampa Bay there are yacht clubs,
private marina, fishing piers and beaches both private and public.

Big game fishing, from boats running out of St. Petersburg, is done on the guif with
tarpon and marlin, among others being the game.

Commercial fishing is limited to some crabbing, the dredging of oyster and clam beds
in Tampa Bay and sponge fishing in the gulf done by the Greek colany in Tarpon Springs.

This area has diurnal tides, that is, one high and one low tide every twenty-four hours.
WILMINGTON - NEW CASTLE COUNTY - DELAWARE

White Clay and another creek in western Wilmington offer a short period of trout
fishing but other than these, there is little water-borne recreation along the coast. Wilming-
tonians interested in water sports have to go to New Castle, Lewes or the beaches if they
want to fish or swim.

The waterfront along the Delaware is occupied by industry and docks, the latter im-
porting, among other things, large quantities of frozen beef from the Argentine and Fiat
automobiles, already assembled, from ltaly.

The Christina River has commercial dockage along its lower reaches and Brandywine
Creek has parks along its banks.



By comparison to the other sites, use of the urban coastal zone for extensive housing
development is minimal.

PORTLAND - CUMBERLAND COUNTY - MAINE

Portland, like many other New England ports, has a three-century history of fishing
and shipbuilding -- most of the latter today confined to fishing boats.

Roughly the city of Portland lies with the Presumpscot River on its north and west,
Casco Bay on the east, and the Fore River on the south. The last-named body of water is
an infet or small bay flowing into Casco Bay. Almost completely surrounded by the city
is Back Cove, a tidal pond, also connected to Casco Bay. Back Cove is a mud flat during
Jlow water, a fact not considered a drawback as it is girded by an attractive residential area.

Recreation centers on Casco to the north and east bay, the Calendar Islands in the
bay and to the south to Cape Elizabeth. Both sport and commercial fishing take place
with the fatter taking fin and shell fish. Some of the take is processed and canned in
Portland, while some, notably lobsters are exported live.

The port facilities line both sides of the Fore River and are busy enough to make the
area one of the major ports of the U.S. Portland achieved a large tonnage status when it
became an out- or fore-port for Montreal, exporting Canadian wheat during the months
when the St. Lawrence is frozen. Wheat has been replaced in importance by crude oil
which is piped from Portland to the Montreal refineries on a year-round basis.

DETROIT - WAYNE COUNTY - MICHIGAN

The waterway between Lakes Huron and Erie consists of, from north to south, the
St. Claire River, Lake St. Clair, the Scott Middle Ground the channel between Belle Isle
and Detroit, and the Detroit River.

The waters of Lake St. Clair are predominantly recreational and high-class residen-
tial; in fact, the shore of St. Clair Shores, a northern suburb, resemble the coast of Florida
at Palm Beach as far as the number of piers are concerned.

The U.S. bank of the Detroit River toward Lake St. Clair is a combination of recrea-
tional (parks, yacht clubs, etc.) and transportational facilities. Belle Isle is entirely recrea-
tional, marinas, go!f courses, etc., while the shore south of Belle Isle, including Gross lle
{not to be confused with the various Grosses on the shores of Lake St. Clair), is trans-
portational and industrial.

The lower reaches of River Rouge, a tributary of the Detroit River are used for trans-

port, especially to the Ford River Rouge plant, and the upper reaches are mostly recrea-
tional, long strings of parks and goif courses with some residential.
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PHASE i1 - STATE AND LOCAL INTERVIEWS

In order to get in-depth information about the sites, appointments were made with
the Washington, D. C. representatives of: five cities {Seattle, San Diego, New Orleans,
Detroit and San Juan); three counties {San Diego, New Castle and Wayne); and Gover-
nar's staff of several states (Maine, Puerto Rico, Michigan and Florida).

From these meetings such vital information as local political and technical contacts
and the history of relationships between the state, city, county, regional planning organi-
zation, speciat districts and port authorities was obtained.

Our next visit to the Office of Coastal Zone Management was spent researching rele-
vant pieces of correspondence about the sites or people we might want to meet. An ex-
tensive review was made of all Section 305 applications from our eight states and noting
the names of individuals we might contact.

Of particular interest in the Section 305 applications was the definition of the coast-
al zone, state legislation which authorized planning or regulation of coastal land or water,
various state agencies which had coastal zone responsibilities and anticipated relationships
with local governments in coastal zone management.

This data, combined with information from the second round of interviews and
the correspondence search allowed us to develop a fairly accurate list of interview can-
didates in the sites and a detailed questionnaire (interview format).

The Request for Proposal also required the contractor to identify the significant
gaps in knowledge experienced by urban planners in the preparation of a coastal zone
management program. Recommendations on education, training, literature and other
useful experience which would fill this gap for urban planners was requested on several
occasions by the CZM contract staff,

It was with this need in mind that the first and final questions on each interview
format dealt with the education and experience of each individual and their recommen-
dations for training and literature necessary in the management of the urban coastal
ZOone.

Recognizing five different levels of institutional coastal zone management, we de-
veloped five interview formats. All included basic questions about professional experi-
ence and perceptions of the coastal zone. Formats differed in the expectations and
reactions of an individual from one institution of government commenting on the activ-
ities of another (i.e., local versus state; regional versus special district).



It was anticipated that between twelve and fifteen individuals would be interviewed
in each site as follows:

State e Director of CZM designated agency or State Planning
Director
e Chief CZM Planner

» Director of Water Resources Agency

Local: County « County Executive or Board Chairman
o Chief Administrative Officer

¢ Director of Planning or Environment

Local: City  Mayor
e City Manager

e Director of Planning

Regional e Director of Regional Planning Organization/
Council of Governments

Special District e Director of Port Authority
e Director of Water/Sewer District
+ Director of Miscellaneous Special District

University " e Chief CZM architect or Sea Grant Director

Our basic assumptions about urban coastal zone management were given a trial run
in the Wilmington — New Castle County — Delaware site. Many of the individuals there
had difficulty in recognizing the impact of federal aid programs which we suggested were
operational in Wilmington. Further, although the discussion with the University/Sea
Grant staff was technically interesting, some of the questions about local government
powers and relationships went unanswered. As was to happen in every interview there-
after, the most difficult question to answer was: ‘‘“What kinds of information do tocal plan-
ners need in order to make coastal zone management decisions.”” The format was amend-
ed to reflect these deficiencies.

Following our demonstration site visit to Wilmington, each consultant set up ap-

pointments (telephone calls and letters of confirmation) in all the other sites except San
Juan, Puerto Rico, which was dropped from the study.
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The twenty-five questions asked of nearly 100 people over the next month of site
visits covered more than the initial RFP requirements and included:

1. The unique program and operating aspects of managing and controlling
activities in the coastal zone,

2. The perceived intergovernmental problems of local officials in the man-
agement of the coastal zone,

3. The statutory authorities/powers of local governments, regional agen-
cies and special service districts in land and water use;

4.  The implied responsibilities of local governments, regional agencies and
special districts as a result of state and federal programs (HUD, EPA,
corps, DoT, NOAA),

5.  The institutional arrangements in urban areas for the management of
the coastal zone,; and

6. The information and training requirements of urban planners, as related

to the planning requirements in the coastal zane, in coastal zone man-
agement.

PHASE IlIl - COMPILATION OF DATA

After each of the field team members had an opportunity to collect their findings
and summarize their understanding of each site’s contribution to the project’s cumulative
knowledge, a detailed debriefing of all was conducted. This was done to: (1) ensure
that the field fact-finding was uniform and consistent, (2) provide an opportunity for
each team consultant to learn from each other and each site’s contribution to the project’s
findings, thereby sharpening up the quality of each consultant’s case study, (3) begin
to generalize our findings and observations across several sites for the sake of drawing
project-wide and noteworthy conclusions in support of the project’s objectives.

PHASE 1V - PROGRESS MEMORANDUMS AND FINAL REPORT

In order that there was a periodic check-up between the consultants and the con-

tract staff, at least one meeting and/or progress report occurred monthly during the
study.

Mutual feedback took place in:

. Selection of sites and criteria;
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a Coardination with staff of other federal agencies,

" Review of coastal terminalogy;

. Review of interview formats,

=  Background information on sites;

= Suggestions on key state personnel to be interviewed, and

. Development of final report format.

On almost all occasions, contract staff suggestions were incorporated into the work
plan. Several exceptions should, however, be noted. The information gained in on-site
interviews could not be duplicated in telephone conversations or correspondence. Like-
wise, the characteristics of the coastal zone management unique to island communities
(Puerto Rico or Hawaii) are not reflected in this report.

The final report was prepared chapter-by-chapter and presented to the government

technical representative for his consideration. Based upon his feedback and that of his
staff, this report was assembled.
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CHAPTER I

AN EXAMINATION OF INSTITUTIONAL ARRANGEMENTS,
RESOURCES AND MANAGEMENT CAPACITY



Il. AN EXAMINATION OF INSTITUTIONAL ARRANGEMENTS,
RESOURCES AND MANAGEMENT CAPACITY

A. INTRODUCTION

The large and rapidly growing concentrations of people and economic activity in
the coastal zone are producing a range of pressures upon its resources. Demands for
water-related public and private goods and services (especially energy) will become greater
due to increases in the absolute number of humans in proximity to the coast.

Decisions concerning the use of the coastal zone are now made by a variety of gov-
ernmental units, many of which are at the local and substate level. Coastal cities and
counties exercise considerable contro! through fand use and zoning over what happens
in the land-water interface within their boundaries. Special districts, such as port author-
ities, largely determine policies about specific functional uses. However, both local gov-
ernments and special agencies must comply with state and federal programs which have
a major influence in the coastal zone through regulating public and private activities
and by providing financial incentives to substate and local government agencies.

Many more decisions about the disposition of the coastal zone are made by the
private sector in market transactions. Finally, both federal and state courts, exercising
adjudicatory powers, play a significant role in determining coastal use.

Such is the state of institutional arrangements and resources within the urban
coastal zone. The multiplicity of authorities is often the reason given for causing many
of the problems in the coastal zone. Hopefully, a management scheme which coordinates
the various resource allocations, public and private, can be advanced.

The approach taken in the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 is to give state
governments the primary planning and coordination responsibility and to encourage
them to cooperate with regional and local governments in regulating the coastal zone.

This federal transferrance of power to state governments has necessarily created
conflicts between states and localities, particularly apparent in urban cities and counties.
Although the state is equipped to provide the basic framework for management of the
coastal zone, it must accommodate the variances in powers and responsibilities of local
general purpose governments, special districts and authorities, and federal decisions, all
of which come together in urban areas.

The following chapter is a discussion of the institutional arrangements, resources,
and management capacity found in seven urban coastal study sites. In each site, at least
one level of state, county and city level government was interviewed, including: the
state program development agency (which received federal coastal zone ptanning funds),



other state agencies which have responsibilities in [and or water management, regional
planning organizations, counties, cities, and special authorities or districts.

Matrixes on state and local government relationships are attached as supplements
to the written narrative and serve to show the interrelationships and multiplicity of state
and local agencies controlling the land and water resources in the coastal zone.

B. LEAD STATE AGENCY FOR PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT

Guidelines for the implementation of the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972
directed the Governor of each coastal state to designate the appropriate lead agency to
receive federal coastal zone management funds.

The State Planning Office (SPO) was the recipient agency in three of the seven study
sites. Traditionally, the State Planning Office is a part of the Governor’s executive staff,
rather than a line department or cabinet agency. The three SPO’s — Louisiana, Delaware,
and Maine — differ in power and position.

LOUISIANA STATE PLANNING OFFICE

One of more than 200 state agencies under a recent constitutional reorganization,
the Louisiana State Planning Office is physically removed from the state capital complex,
and psychologically from the direct attention of the chief executive. Rather than having
functional divisions of responsibility, the Louisiana State Planning Qffice currently con-
ducts research on six projects. Several projects are ongoing (natural resources, economic
sufficiency, housing and information services), while the other projects are terminal (New
Orleans metr::politan area transportation and growth patterns) as a resuit of the funding
source which supports the research. The Coastal Resources Program, originally initiated
by a Governor-designated body, the Louisiana Coastal Commission, is now a part of the
SPQO's growth patterns project.

Because of the prior experience and work of the Louisiana Advisory Commission on
Coastal and Marine Resources (who developed the “'Louisiana Wetlands Prospectus’ under
a grant from the State Planning Office), the Commission contests the right of the State
Planning Office to receive federal coastal zone monies and to execute a state plan.

Buoyed by the receipt of federal assistance, the SPO envisions making the Coastal
Resources Program an independent project, separate from growth patterns. Although
some funds and planning responsibility will be shared with the Coastal Commission, the
SPO maintains that prepared or not, it is the appropriate agency to receive planning funds
and administer the coastal zone management program.
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The functional areas overseen by the Louisiana State Planning Office are:
s Natural resources;

»  Economic sufficiency,

. Housing;

= Information services,

. Transportation (New Orleans metro area only); and

Growth patterns (including coastal resources program).

Further diffusing the responsibilities and power of the Louisiana State Planning
Office is the intragovernment arrangement with the Department of Public Works over
administration of the federal comprehensive planning grant {Section 701) from HUD.
Previous to 1974, the grant was received jointly by both departments. Under a recent
executive order, the HUD 701 funds are being diverted to the Louisiana Commission
on Intergovernmental Relations. As the official state clearinghouse, the Commission
distributes these planning funds to the multi-paristi non-metropolitan regional planning
commissions. In 1973, the Governor designated state planning districts, whose bounda-
ries are co-terminous with the iegional planning commissions with one exception.

New Orleans is a part of the Regional Planning Commission for Jefferson, Orleans,
St. Bernard and St. Tammany Parishes. The only metropolitan designated RPC in Loui-
siana, it receives 701 planning funds directly from HUD and is not responsive to the state
Commission on Intergovernmental Relations. State Planning District # 1 takes in five
parishes, the four of the RPC and Plaquemines Parish. Notorious throughout Louisiana
state history and governmental organizations, Plaquemines Parish officials refuse any fed-
eral assistance, even directly through an RPC.

DELAWARE STATE PLANNING OFFICE

The Delaware State Planning Office resembles a cabinet-level department, the Direc-
tor being in frequent communication with the Governor. Access between state adminis-
trative offices and the chief executive is due partially to geography {Delaware is the second
smallest state) and partially to fewer and consolidated state agencies in close proximity
to one another.

There are several unique features about the State Planning Office in Delaware. Far
advanced from land use planning, the SPO is responsible for both environmental and human
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services policy development, and serves as counsel to the Governor in these areas. The
office is also charged with the preparation of the Capital Improvements Program, which
gives it implied, if not actual, authoriwy over other departments and agencies of state
government.

Five functional sections of the SPO provide research, planning and technical assis-
tance. Somewhat confusing is that the implementation of Delaware’s Coastal Zone Act
of 1971 has been assigned to the SPQ’s Environmental Policy and Coordinative Planning
Section, one of the five. However, it is actually staff assigned to the Office of the Direc-
tor that administers the coastal zone management program. Elevation of the program to
the SPO Director’s level gives coastal zone planning more political prominence within
state government and furthers the entrenchment of program into the State Planning
Office, rather than the Department of Natural Resources and Environmental Control, the
land and water management agency which is somewhat a competitor of the SPO. Itis
felt that eventual administration of the Delaware Coastal Zone Management program,
the plans of which are now in progress, will fall to the Department of Natural Resources
and Environmental Control.

The divisions of the Delaware State Planning Office are:
. Environmental Policy and Coordinative;

s Community Development Services,

s Population and Economic Analysis;

. Human Services Policy and Planning, and

- Office of the Director (Capital Improvements Program and Coastal Zone
Administration).

Because there are only three counties in the state of Delaware, state planning districts
are really unnecessary. Kent and Sussex counties receive direct planning assistance from
the state.

Wilmington and New Castle County, containing more than two-thirds of the state
population, are the core of the Wilmington Metropolitan Area Planning Council. This
multi-state planning council includes Cecil County, Maryland and Salem County, New
Jersey, its power and funds coming directly from the federal government.

MAINE STATE PLANNING OFFICE

Maine’s State Planning Office is the most typical of other state planning operations.
it is part of the executive branch and has clear access to the Governor.
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By virtue of the statutory requirements in the Mandatory Shoreline Zoning and
Subdivision Control Law of 1971 and the Coastal Wetlands Act of 1971, the State Plan-
ning Office institutionalized coastal planning before the passage of federal legislation.

The zoning law required municipalities to prepare comprehensive plans and complemen-
tary zoning ordinances for the protection of their shorelands and wildlife. Failure to pre-
pare acceptable plans resulted in an SPO-imposed moratorium on ail construction and
development. Thus a working relationship between the state and municipalities was estab-
lished in coastal zone management.

The Coastal Planning Division is one of five divisions of the SPO through which
planning and management services are provided. The others are: water resources (and
related land use planning}, technical services, local and regional planning, and adminis-
tration.

The administrative division takes on tasks outside the parameters of planning. It
has drawn up a reorganization plan for Maine State Government, forwarded recommen-
dations on improving the capability of the legislature in developing state policy, evaluated
the performance of the executive branch, provided guidance to township, city and county
governments in reorganization and better provision of services to citizens and recommended
administrative procedures to reduce expenses and program duplication at all levels of gov-
ernment.

SPO planning services are directed to eleven multicounty planning and development
districts, formed in 1972 in response to the federal Intergovernmental Cooperation Act
of 1968. Local agencies are called Regional Planning Commissions, except for the Cum-
berland district which is served by the Greater Portland Council of Governments. Al-
though the Portland COG is reliant on the SPO for coastal planning, its other planning
responsibilities are directed to HUD-sponsored regional land use programs.

The five service divisions of the Maine State Planning Office are:

. Water resources (and related land use),

] Technical assistance;

] Local and regional planning,

= Administration,; and

»  Coastal management.

in the four remaining study sites -~ Washington, Michigan, California and Florida —

a Natural Resources Department is the state agency designated to receive and administer
coastal zone management funds. Two of the line departments retain the responsibility
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for planning and two departments channel both funds and planning responsibility to a
commission. The Washington Department of Ecology and the Michigan Department of
Natural Resources administer the program in-house. In California, the Resources Agency
receives the federal grant and passes it through to the California Coastal Zone Conserva-
tion Commission, created by public referendum. Florida’s arrangement is the most
unique. Responsible for receiving all funds, the Department of Administration passes
the coastal zone monies on to the Florida Department of Natural Resources. Another
pass-through occurs and the grant is given to the Coastal Coordinating Council, a.group
of four state department directors.

WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY

A recent product of rebrganization of state government in Washington, the Depart-
ment of Ecology is a large consolidation of land and water categorical programs and func-
tions once assigned to independent commissions. It now is charged with the task of ad-
ministering all state and local funds for water resource planning, air poliution, solid waste,
water quality management, comprehensive land use planning (HUD 701 assistance) and
land and water use permit coordination.

Chief administrator of the state Shoreline Management Act of 1971, the Department
of Ecology has not escaped the bureaucracy of a large agency operating many programs.
It is organized into two branches and each branch into two offices. Coastal zone manage-
ment appears to fall on the fourth tier. Within the Administration and Planning Branch is
the Office of Planning and Program Development. Shorelines programs, federal and state,
constitute one of ten subdivisions of the Office of Planning and Program Development.

On equal footing with the shorelines management program are the program subdivi-
sions for comprehensive planning, water resources planning and environmental review,
reflecting an organizational effort to integrate land and water planning. However, it is
in a separate branch, office and program subdivision that water resources, use and quality
are monitored. All are a part of the umbrella Department of Ecology, in which there are
38 program subdivisions.

Almost every aspect of land and water planning and management fall within the
Department of Ecology with two important exceptions. Public owned tide, shore and
aquatic lands are the responsibility of the Department of Natural Resources. The Parks
and Recreation Commission, which makes use of Land and Water Conservation Act funds
administered by the Department of Interior, is charged with seashore protection and con-
servation.

The Shoreline Management Act afforded an exemplary relationship between state
and local units of government in the state of Washington. Part of the appropriation was
earmarked for local government assistance. Matching grants (50% state/50% local} were
distributed to local units on the basis of shoreline length and population to carry out
the mandates of the legisiation which included:
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s Preparation of shoreline master programs (comprehensive land use plans);
s Inventorying of land, its natural characteristics and existing ownership, and

= Administration of the regulatory program by the issuance of permits in four
environmental classifications {rural, conservation, urban and industrial).

Because of the quantity of local governments located in the coastal zone {220 cities
and 18 counties), the Department of Ecology chose county governments as the primary
agents for master program preparation.

As the rural coastal counties had neither the staff nor the technical knowledge
required to prepare a master program, the Department of Ecology sought the assistance
of the Washington State Association of Counties. A grant to the Association covered the
expenses of a planner responsible for interpreting instructions and coordinating help to
small communities. Nearly all the coastal counties have taken advantage of the county
association planner with the exception of King County. Able to deal with the intricate
master program instructions, the King County shoreline planning staff was called upon
to conduct workshops for smaller counties.

Advantage was made of HUD 701 planning monies, since Shoreline Management
Act grants to local governments were so sparse (the largest unit, King County received
$9,000 to conduct an inventory of land use). For the last three years, the Department
of Ecology has earmarked all 701 funds passed through to local governments for shore-
line planning.

MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

Housing all of the Michigan state agencies which relate to coastal zone planning and
management is the Department of Natural Resources. lts ten divisions handle the following
areas: waterways, lands, geological survey, hydrological survey, water quality control,
fish, parks, forest, wildlife (which administers wetlands, marshlands and uplands along the
shoreline}, and water development services (which handles both the planning and regula-
tion functions of the Shoreland Protection and Management Act of 1970 as well as federal
coastal zone planning activities).

The Water Development Services Division {where coastal management is lodged) is
given guidance by a Water Resources Commission. Both the Division and the Commission
relate to the Deputy Director for Environmental Protection (there is one other Deputy
Director for Natural Resources) and then to the Director of the Department of Natural
Resources. Between the Director and the Governor is the Environment and Natural
Resources Commission, which is appointed by the Governor. Views of the Commission
are transmitted directly to the Governor. However, an executive policy coordination
staff serves as the communication link between the natural resources commission members
and the Director of Natural Resources.
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Michigan passed some of the earliest coastal management legisiation to protect cer-
tain high risk areas near the Great Lakes. In 1970, the Shoreland Protection and Manage-
ment Act provided that both the state and sub-state governments would share the respon-
sibility of coastal area erosion. The Department of Natural Resources was to make an
environmental study of the shorelands while the Water Resources Commission was asked
to determine critical erosion areas. Once the findings were released, all local governments
(counties, cities, villages and townships} were given the authority to zone any land within
their political limits to limit environmental or erosion risk. |f localities chose not to zone,
authority to do so was given jointly to the Water Resources Commission and the Depart-
ment of Natural Resources, futher charged with the preparation of a comprehensive plan.

CALIFORNIA RESOURCES AGENCY
(AND THE CALIFORNIA COASTAL ZONE CONSERVATION COMMISSION)

California has the tewest and most consolidated departments of state government.
One of only four recently reorganized state executive branches, the Resources Agency
administers the departments of: parks and recreation, navigation and ocean development,
fish and game, lands (commission), mines and geology, and water resources programs.
The Agency provides an excellent coordinator role in its state clearinghouse (A-95) respon-
sibilities of all water resources programs.

Outside the realm, but responsive to the Resources Agency are three special purpose
coastal planning commissions. Created through state enabling legisiation, the Bay Conser-
vation and Development Commission is a permanent agency for regulation of the develop-
ment of San Francisco Bay. The Delta Advisory Planning Council is an interlocal planning
body created by the five counties of the San Joaquin-Sacramento River delta. The lar-
gest and most comprehensive of the coastal agencies is the California Coastal Zone Con-
servation Commission.

Created by public referendum, the California Coastal Zone Conservation Commission
is the designated recipient of federal coastal zone management monies passed through by
the Secretary of the Resources Agency. Six temporary substate regional commissions
have the statutory authority 1inder Proposition 20, which created them, to prepare a
comprehensive plan for their region. As the plan components are being developed and
tested in public hearings, the commissions issue development permits in the interim pe-
riod before the consolidated state plan is approved by the state legislature.

Participation in the planning process involves local governments to the extent that
each regicaal coastal commission includes at least one elected official from a county and
a city within the commission boundaries. Although some attempts are made to directly
solicit assistance from city and county planning efforts, this is not a requirement and
happens on an ad hoc basis depending on the region. However, because the commissions
have permit authority of the prescribed coastal area, local zoning and fand use decisions
must be submitted to the final authority of the commission.
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Upon the acceptance or rejection of the consolidated comprehensive coastal plan
developed by the parent commission and its six regional counterparts, it will be the re-
sponsibility of the state legislature to assign the regulation and implementation powers
to state agencies, local governmental units or substate authorities.

Currently, neither the comprehensive planning organizations nor the substate plan-
ning and development districts have common boundaries {with the exception of San Diego
County) to the regional coastal commissions.

FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
(AND THE FLORIDA COASTAL COORDINATING COUNCIL)

All funds received by the State of Florida must pass first through the Department
of Administration. Coastal planning monies are turned over to the Department of Natural
Resources. Located within the Natural Resources Department is the Coastal Coordinating
Council, created by the state legistature to develop a comprehensive plan for the protec-
tion, development and zoning of the coastal zone.

The Council is composed of state agency heads, namely the Directors of the Depart-
ments of: Natural Resources, Pollution Control, Administration and the Internal Improve-
ment Fund Board (the Governor’s Cabinet).

Singular to state governments, the Director of Florida’s Department of Natural Re-
sources is elected state-wide and is responsible for establishing set-backs in each county
and for issuing coastal construction permits. The Internal Improvement Board manages
state-owned and submerged lands, sets bulkhead lines and issues permits for coastal devel-
opment. Maintenance of water quality (including permits for effluent discharge in water-
ways) belongs to the Department of Pollution Control. Water or land areas which are of
critical or state-wide concern are controlled by the Department of Administration.

In 1972, the Land and Water Management Act gave Florida’s ten multi-county region-
al planning councils an entrance into coastal zone management. ‘‘Developments of regional
impact” (power, port, recreational facilities) resulting in the alteration of any waterway
or the coastal zone were to be reviewed by the regional planning councils as the state’s
agent. In addition to regional planning councils, Florida also created five large wuior
management districts, which plan for and regulate scarce ground and water resources.

Basically, Florida’s Coastal Coordinating Council has within its membership the
power to coordinate most planning and regulation of coastal zone areas. In accordance
with the preselection of the regional planning councils, the Council made arrangements
to outstation a state planner in the regional ag:ncies in order to develop the state coastal
plan. This scheme was fought by two regional agencies, Tampa Bay and Greater Miami,
with even greater resistance put up by their central counties, Pinellas and Dade.
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Through special acts of the legislature, Pinellas County has county-wide authority
for comprehensive land use planning, aquatic preservation and water and navigation con-
trol. These powers allow it to deal directly with state agencies, bypassing regional plan-
ning councils.

CONCLUSIONS

Different strengths and weaknesses of the lead state agency are evident by examin-
ing the state organization’s relationships with local units. A summary of conclusions
follows.

Louisiana State Planning Office

The splintering of power and proliferation of state agencies in Louisiana make
coastal zone management a difficult task for the State Planning Office. Initial coastal
zone planning studies were conducted by the Louisiana Coastal Commission, assisted
by the Sea Grant program staff at Louisiana State University for the State Planning
Office. Further diffusion of its planning responsibilities was evidenced for many years
by the joint receipt of HUD 701 comprehensive planning funds by the SPO and the
Department of Public Works, the water resource management agency.

Although the current 701 state agency, the Commission on Intergovernmental Rela-
tions, has established relationships with all non-metropolitan Regional Planning Commis-
sions it has no authority in the RPC serving New Orleans, directly funded by member
jurisdictions and the HUD 701 program.

Maine State Planning Ofifice

The early institutionalization of coastal planning in the Maine State Planning Office
and its history of local government assistance is a distinct advantage. Both coastal plan-
ning and land management are integrated in a single agency, with the exception of the
zoning of the unincorporated areas which are handled by the Land Use Regulation Com-
mission.

Experience with municipal governments gained under the Mandatory Shoreline Zon-
ing and Subdivision Control Act by the state has provided a solid foundation for state
and local cooperation. They were earlier partners in administering the permit system for
wetlands alterations.

The eleven regional planning districts are the creation of the state office, although
some federally sponsored regional planning commissions were already in place. Generally
responsive to the state, the Greater Portland Council of Governments, through intralocal
implementation agreements and direct federal funding, has more clout in the capital.
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Delaware State Planning Office

in Delaware, the placement of the coastal resources program in the SPO Director’s
office gives it a political advantage. Other SPO assignments such as the Capital Improve-
ments Program and an environmental policy planning capability are strong complementary
assets to coastal expertise. Actual management of the coastal program may be assigned to
the Department of Natural Resources and Environmental Control which has a relationship
with the SPOQ, although strained at times.

Although the state has easy geographic access to its local units of government, Wit-
mington and New Castle County are powerful entities which have expertise equal to that
found in state governments, if not greater. This urban area is the only one of the seven
study sites which is a part of a multi-state regional planning agency. New Castle County,
joined by Cecil County, Maryland and Salem County, New Jersey form the Wilmington
Metropolitan Area Planning Coucil. With interests to protect in three states, the Council
enjoys a good reputation in coastal zone planning.

Washinglon Department of Ecology

While all the planning capacity for land and water resources exists in the Department
of Ecology, regulation of tide, shore and aquatic lands in addition to seashore conserva-
tion belong outside the department. The close relationship between the uses of state
Shoreline Management Act and federal Comprehensive Planning (HUD 701) funds pro-
mulgated reflect the strength of the agency from above (Governor) and below (local gov-
ernments).

Washington's developing experience with its local governments under the auspices
of state and federal coastal management legislation is the most promising of any of the
seven study sites. However, the assistance accorded by the Department of Ecology
through the Washington State Association of Counties to less populated counties did
not affect King County in the development of its shoreline master plan.

Michigan Departinent of Natural Resources

Virtually every facet of both planning for and regulation of Michigan’s shorelands
is contained in the umbrella agency, the Department of Natural Resources. An excellent
conduit between the department and the Governor exists within the Water Resources
Commission.

Substate units of government, lacking little influence in land and water use planning,
have been somewhat foresaken by the state under the Shoreland Protection and Manage-
ment Act in favor of the regional planning agencies. While the state hopes to achieve
coastal zone agreements with its local units (counties, cities, villages and townships) through
the coordinating mechanism of the regional agencies, it cannot hope to reach the city of
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Detroit. By offering the Southeast Michigan Council of Governments a lesser grant than
other regional agencies and by sharing shoreland planning funds with Wayne County, the
State and its largest city are in a stalemate.

California Coastal Zone Conservation Commission

The strength of the Coastal Zone Conservation Commission lies in its mandate by
the public and its broad base of state and local government representation (appointed by
or serving on the six regional commissions). Its association with the Resources Agency
gives it credibility within the executive's office.

But, because it is perceived by most interested parties we interviewed as another
layer of bureaucracy with authority over city and county land use decisions in the coast-
al zone, it has not achieved a good network of relationships with local governments.
Further estranging it, the Commission’s authorizing legislation does not direct or encour-
age cooperation with federally created regional planning organizations or state planning
districts. Only because of its isolated geography does San Diego County have co-termi-
nous boundaries with the San Diego Regional Coastal Commission, the Comprehensive
Planning Organization of the San Diego Region (HUD 701 agency) and the designation as
as a substate district for administration of many state programs, including water and air
quality.

Florida Coastal Coordinating Council

The membership of the Director of Administration and the Internal Improvement
Fund Board, the financial representatives of state government, makes the Council’s role
with the Governor persuasive. Also an elected official, the Chairman of the Council
(Director of Department of Natural Resources) has certain power with the chief execu-
tive and the state legislature.

Although Florida’s relationships with her local governments through regional plan-
ning councils has not really been tested, the Pinellas County example has pointed up
some difficulties. It is still the tradition of the state legislature to pass single purpose
legislation for individual local governments, giving them no reason to cooperate with
regional planning efforts.

C. REGIONAL PLANNING ORGANIZATIONS
In the declaration of policy of the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 (Section
303 of PL 92-583), it is stated that *’it is national policy to encourage cooperation

among the various states and regional agencies . . . regarding environmental problems.”
This directive is made more specific in the Department of Commerce guidelines: ““This
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STATE CZM "305" R IENT AGENCY

MATRIX OF STATE GOVERNMENT RELATIONSHIPS

UNIT WHICH
ADMINISTERS CZMi

STATE CZM COORDINATING AGENCIES

PERTINENT STATE CZM
LEGISLATION/ACTIVITY

DESCRIPTION/LINKAGE
WITH LOCAL GOVERNMENT

Washington

Department of Ecology (Administers all state and
local funds for: water resource planning; air pollu-
tion; solid waste planning; water quality manage-
ment; 701 comprehensive planning; land and water
use permit coordination.)

California

Resources Agency (Administers departments of:
pa: ks and recreation; navigation and ocean devel-
opment; fish and game; lands commission; mines
and geology; water resources programs.)

Louisiana
State Planning Office (Provides traditional com-
prehensive planning in natural resources, economic

sufficiency, housin, , information services, transpor-

tation for New Orleans metro area and growth pat-
terns, in which the coastal resources program is
included.)

Administration and Plan-
ning Branch
Office of Planning and
Program Development
Shorelines Management

California Coastal Zone

Conservation Commission
Six multi-jurisdictional
Regional Coastal Com-
missions

State Planning Office
Coastal Resources Program

¢ Department of Natural Resources {Manages pub-
licly owned tide, shore and aquatic lands.)

» Parks and Recreation Commission (Responsit:
for seashore conservation,)

« Delta Advisory Planning Council (Advisory body
of local officials from Contre Josta, Sacramento,
San Joaquin, Solano and Yolo counties along the
Sacramento-San Joaquin River.)

¢ Department of Navigation and Ocean Developmern
¢ Department of Fish and Game

¢ Department of Parks and Recreation

e | ouisiana Coasta! Commission (Membership is
composed of local elected officials.)

 Wildlife and Fisheries Commission (Water qual-
ity and impact on fish and wildlife, issues dredge
and fill parmits.)

» Department of Public Works (Controls Levee
Boards, water resource development, drainage,
flood control.)

¢ Land Office {Issues recreation permits for
navigable waterways.)

o Mineral Board (lssues leases for mineral devel-
oprent on state lands.)

 Department of Conservation (Regulates oil and
gas development.)

¢ Board of Health (Sewage disposal, air and water
quality enforcement.)

Shoreline Management Act
of 1971

California Coastal Zone
Conservation Act of 1972

Advisory Commission on
Coastal and Marine Resources,
1971

Local governments must develop “master pro-
grams” of shoreline use. Eighteen coastal coun-
ties administer permit. Washington State Asso-
ciation of Counties receives funds to help coun-
ties with master program.

Establishes state and six regional commissians
to develop comprehensive plan and issue interim
development permits. Local elected officials are
members of regional commissions.

State legisiature and administration officials
seem interested in using regional planning agen-
cies and/or local governments. No action has
taken place to date.
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STATE CZM “305" RECIPIENT AGENCY

Florida

Department of Administration

Delaware

State Planning Office {Administers offices of:
gnvironmental policy and planning; community
development services; population and economic
analysis; human services policy and planning;
and office of the director including the Capital
Improvements Program and Coastal Zone
Administration.)

Michigan

Department of Natural Resources (Administers

alt land and water management divisions including:
lands; geological survey; hydrological survey; water
development; water quatity control; fish; parks;
forest and wildlife.)

Maine

State Planning Office (Planning and management
services are provided through the five divisions of:

water resources; technical services; local and regional

planning; administration; and coastal planning.)

UNIT WHICH
ADMINISTERS CZM

Department of Natural

Resources
Coastal Coordinating
Council {Members are
department heads of
Natural Resources, Pol-
lution Control. Admin-
istration and Internal
Improvement Fund
Board.)

State Planning Office
Environmental Policy
and Coordinative Plan-
ning Section

Environmental Protection
Water Development
Services Division

Shorelines Manage-
ment and Water
Resources Planning
Section

Coastal Planning Division

STATE CZM COORDINATING AGENCIES

PERTINENT STATE CZm
LEGISLATION/ACTIVITY

DESCRIPTION/LINKAGE
WITH LOCAL GOVERNMENT

o CZM Advisory Committee

¢ Department of Natural Resources {Director is
elected. Establishes set-backs in each county and
issues coastal construction permits.)

o Internal mprovement Board (Manages state-
owned and submerged lands, sets bulkhead lines
and issues permits for coastal development.)

» Department of Pollution Control (Responsible
for water quality, issues permits for effluent dis-
charge in waterways.)

» Department of Natural Resources and Environ-
mental Control (Manages land and water resources
through divisions of: parks and recreation, fish
and wildlife; environmental control; and soil and
water conservation.)

e Water Resources Commission
¢ Environmental a~c Natural Resources Cam-
mission

* Department of Marine Resources

¢ Coastal Planning Advisory Task Force

o Land Use Regulation Commission (Responsible
for planning design and standards for air, land and
water .}

» Department of Conservation

s Department of Inland Fisheries and Game

Beach and Shore Preserva-
tion Act of 1966

Land and Water Management
Actof 1972

Coastal Zone Act of 1971
Wetlands Act of 1973

Coastal Zone Management
Committee, 1974

Governor's Task Force on
Marine and Coastal Affairs

Shorelands Protection and
Management Act of 1970

Mandatory Shoreline Zoning =nd
ion Control Law of 1971

Subdi

Governor's Task Force on
Energy, Heavy Industry and
the Maine Coast, 1972

Coastal Wetlands Act of 1971

State regulates construction in coastal areas and
participates in beach restoration projects.

Gives Regional Planning Councils responsibitity
for reviewing developments of regional impact

(power plants, recreational or port fac
Localities may issue dredge and fill permits.

Bars heavy industrial development withir two
miles of coastline. Permits issued by State
Planning Office.

Permits issued by Department of Natural
Resources for dredging and filling.

Ten of fourteen regional planning agencies
and Wayne County will formulate goals, iden-
tify local authorities (powers) and coordinate
planning.

Departme. - of Natural Resources may issue
developr snt permits.

M .ucipalities are mandated to prepare compre-
nensive plan and zoning ordinances for coastal
area, Land Use Regulation Commission does
same for ynincorporated areas of counties.
Eleven regional planning agencies will receive
grants for coastal zone planning,

State Planning Office and locelities extend per-
mits for wettands alterations.



requires that the State, acting through its chosen agencies including . . . areawide agen-
cies designated under Section 204 of the Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan Devel-
opment Act of 1966 and regional agencies . . . have authority for the management of
the coastal zone . ..."”

In all seven study sites, the Section 204 designated agency was included in our sur-
vey. Supported through federal comprehensive planning funds (HUD 701), these agen-
cies have several distinct characteristics. They are:

s Multijurisdictional organizations. Five designated Section 204 agencies
were multi-county agencies of which one was multi-state (the Wilmington
Metropolitan Area Planning Commission); and two were single county
(the Comprehensive Planning Organization of the San Diego Region and
the Greater Portland Council of Governments).

s Direct recipients of federal funds. While state governments are frequent-
ly the agents for the distribution of federal funds to non-metropolitan
areas, the state is bypassed in metropolitan areas, which receive their
funds directly. This holds true in our sites.

s Designated metropolitan clearinghouses. Under the terms of Circular
A-95 jssued by the Office of Management and Budget, certain regional
planning organizations are responsible for reviewing most local applica-
tions for federal aid and to judge whether or not they are in compliance
with the areawide comprehensive plan,

= Supported through local contributions. Although the major financial
base of the agencies is federal funds (including HUD 701, EPA, UMTA,
LEAA, HEW 314 health planning or human resources planning, FAA
airport feasibility, and DEP disaster preparedness), all depend on con-
tributions from local government members, a fee usually based on the
population of the member jurisdiction.

" Coterminous with other substate agencies. With minor variances, the
regional planning organization boundaries are the same boundaries used
for administration of other state and federal programs. In the states
which had governor-designated substate planning and development dis-
tricts, they were generally the same areas as those of the regional plan-
ning organizations.

= Composed of elected or appointed officials. Each organization has a
slightly different membership arrangement. Elected officials are the
mermbers of the policy-setting board while appointed officials are on
the committees which develop the policy alternatives. Recent trends
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have been that the elected officials designate appointed officials to repre-
sent and vote for them.

In six of seven study sites, there was more than one regional planning organization.
Very often the non-A-95 agency had more clout because of special authority given to
it by state government or through interlocal agreements among the local government
units served by the regionai agency. We shall discuss both the A-95 comprehensive
planning organization and other state or locally designated regional planning organi-
zations.

PUGET SOUND GOVERNMENTAL CONFERENCE {PSGC)

One of the oldest regional planning organizations in the country, the Conference
was an association of the planning directors from four counties. In 1957, through ac-
tions of the four county commissions, it became an official body also representing 24
cities and several Indian tribes. State legislation allows regional planning bodies powers
similar to those of counties.

The 1965 legislation specified that regional agencies may be formed for “facilities
studies on hgihways, transit, airports, ports or harbor developments, water supply and
distribution, codes and ordinances, governmental finances, flood control, air and water
pollution, site recommendations for educational institutions, hospital and health facili-
ties, parks and recreation, public buildings, land use and drainage, and to formulate rec-
ommendations for review and action by the member counties and/or cities legislative
bodies.”

The Puget Sound Governmental Conference prepared and adopted in 1971 the
Interim Regional Development Plan. Local officials feel that it is nothing more than a
sophisticated consolidation of individual plans of member jurisdictions. Developed
before the passage of the Shoreline Management Act, the plan does not have a coastal
component. A current updating will include consideration of the master programs sub-
mitted by the four counties in compliance with the legislation. A comparison of the
Shoreline Management Act and the Interim Plan has been prepared. For every subsec-
tion of the legislation, an approved policy of the Conference is listed.

The Conference feels that the Shoreline Management Act has regional planning
implications, To that extent they have appealed to the Washington Department of
Ecology for some federal coastal zone management funds. (A grant had previously
been awarded by the Department of Ecology to a regional group allowing the Lake
Washington communities and their citizens the financial base to prepare a Regional
Shoreline Goals and Policies report.)
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The Department of Ecology has no interest in funding the Puget Sound Govern-
mental Conference for coastal coordination or technical assistance. As Puget Sound is
a metropolitan agency, there is no 701 relationship with the Department of Ecology.
Regional planning organizations in Washington look to three separate state agencies for
planning assistance and coordination is difficult for some substate agencies, particularly
Puget Sound. Representing 57% of the state’s population, the state feels that the
Conference has and will continue to survive without state cooperation.

MUNICIPALITIES OF METRO SEATTLE (METRO)

The METRO agency was created over public concern about the water quality of
Puget Sound and Lake Washington. In 1958, the municipal corporation was approved
by the voters to plan, construct and operate sewage facilities for King County and all
its municipalities. Within the state enabling legisiation for METRO is the authority to
perform five other functions: public transportation, comprehensive planning, park ad-
ministration, garbage disposal, and water supply.

The agency acts as a wholesaler to the city and county sewer districts, connecting,
transporting, treating and discharging sewage. An elaborate 600-station water quality
monitoring system checks on the effect of sewage disposal on the quality and marine
life of all receiving waters. METRO has also undertaken a river basin planning program
which will be a major policy tool to city and county officials faced with water and land
use decisions and their environmental impact. Designated by the governor as the EPA
Section 208 grant recipient, METRO feels some chatlenge to its autonomy by the
Department of Ecology. The Section 208 grant represents the first formal relationship
with a state agency.

COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING ORGANIZATION
OF THE SAN DIEGO REGION (CPO)

In the initial years of its history, the San Diego Comprehensive Planning Organiza-
tion was entirely funded by San Diego County and staffed by county employees.
Between 1966 and 1972, it performed the functions of a local planning department.

Just two years ago, the City of San Diego headed up the force to remove the CPO from
county control and was successful. Under a joint powers agreement between the thirteen
cities and the county, the agency is independent of a single government.

The single-county Comprehensive Planning Organization of the San Diego Region
has further been designated as the regional transportation planning agency {serving two
other counties) by the California Transportation Department and as one of nine substate
districts of the Office of State Planning. Under a federal health planning grant, the agen-
cy assists another county.
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As the official airport and land use commission, the CPO has considerable strength
in its state enabling legisiation. Decisions contrary to ocal governments by the Com-
mission can be overridden only by 80% of CPO membership.

Based on coastal zone legislative proposals pending in the California legislature in
early 1972, the CPO began the research for a coastline policy and plan. The vital coastal
issues identified in the San Diego region were shared with legislators and many of them
were reflected in Proposition 20 which passed at the end of that year by public referen-
dum. As the CPO plan does not contain actual ordinances or legal suggestions, it is a
complement to the work started by the San Diego Regional Coastal Commission, one
of six substate agencies created by Proposition 20.

The CPO further acts as a broker between the San Diego Regional Coastal Commis-
sion and its local government constituents. Trying to protect the planning efforts of its
two largest units, the CPO has included the county’s recommendations for protection of
its coastal development overlay zone and the city’s ocean edge study in its plan, and for-
warded them to the San Diego Regional Coastal Commission.

Although the CPO’s planning efforts are highly regarded by its local governments,
the agency is under frequent criticism for trying to do more than plan, Local officials
feel that it oversteps its role and is interested in managing or implementing projects.
Because the agency does exercise some influence over local programs funded by the
state and federal government, it is perceived to be another level of bureaucracy. Both
city and county, usually antagonists in land use decisions, use the CPO as a battleground.

STATE DESIGNATED DISTRICTS IN SAN DIEGO COUNTY

Because of geography and natural environmental characteristics, San Diego County
and its thirteen municipalities are considered by themselves and the state to be a region.
The San Diego Air Quality District is a state agency whose five members are the San
Diego County Board of Supervisors. The board is responsible for establishing policy in
compliance with EPA clean air standards, As most air pollution is caused by the emis-
sions from vehicles, a conflict between the county board {serving as the state Air Quality
District) and the Comprehensive Planning Organization (serving as the state transporta-
tion agency) has developed. Air quality planning is dependent on transportation plan-
ning but sometimes challenged by politics.

The San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board is the state’s administrative
arm for the independent sewer districts in the county. Some of the county sewer dis-
tricts are a part of a regional sewer system operated by the City of San Diego while the
others are responsible to the state. When the Water Quality Control Board issued a
moratorium on septic systems in two highly urbanized unincorporated communities,
the county appealed to the city for sewer connections. Already overloaded, the city
refused until the state forced it to, under the threat of turning down the city’s request
for funds to build a sewage treatment plant.
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Finally, the San Diego Regional Coastal Commission must be considered as a re-
gional planning organization as well. Although temporary in its authority, for several
years, it has ultimate authority over city, county and other state agencies in all develop-
ment and use of the land, water and resources in the coastal zone.

REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION FOR JEFFERSON, ORLEANS,
ST. BERNARD AND TAMMANY PARISHES {RPC)

Created by state enabling legislation in 1962, the Regional Planning Commission is
composed of four parish {county) governments and nearly all the municipal govern-
ments within them.

The four-parish area also serves as a Department of Commerce designated Econom-
ic Development District. [t is also intended by the State Planning Office and the Louisi-
ana Commission on Intergovernmental Relations to be a substate planning district.
(Plaguemines Parish is included in the substate district but usually refuses federal or state
assistance.} As neither the State Planning Office nor the Commission on Intergovern-
mental Relations (state A-95 agency) has a financial relationship with the only metropoli-
tan planning agency in the state, the designation is not meaningful at this time.

However, the Regional Planning Commission for Jefferson, Orleans, St. Bernard
and Tammany Parishes does have a link to Louisiana state government as the Governor’s
appointed regional transportation planning agency. Unlike the regional planning agen-
cies in the other study sites which are composed of all highly urbanized governments,
this RPC has special intra regional conflicts. Orleans Parish is a single incorporation, the
City of New Orleans, pitted against the suburban interests of nearby Jefferson Parish.
St. Bernard and Tammany Parishes are primarily rural and have a healthy disrespect for
the urban problems of their neighbors.

Because there has not been a siate legislative initiative for coastal management,
the RPC has not been impelled to develop specific policies or plans in this area. Their
comprehensive land use plan addresses the conservation and preservation of natural re-
sources which is certainly a primary objective of coastal zone management.

Only a fourth of the boundary or Lake Ponchartrain is within Orleans Parish and
thereby eligible for RPC planning consideration. The majority of lakefront decisions
are made by the state land office. Interest in using regional planning badies for coastal
zone management has been expressed by both the State Planning Office and the RPC
but the interest has not materialized into action.
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PORT OF NEW ORLEANS

Dating to the time of the Louisiana Purchase and having its original charter pro-
visions within the Napoleonic Code, the Port of New Orleans was established in 1896.
It has jurisdiction within Orleans, Jefferson and St. Bernard Parishes for water-borne
trade, commerce and transportation.

The Governor-appointed Board of Commissioners of the Port have authority simi-
lar to that granted to Parish sheriffs. Their jurisdiction extends landward to the first
city street and seaward to all Louisiana waterways subject to tidal action. This area in-
cludes 47 miles of the Mississippi River as far north as Baton Rouge. A harbor police
force enforces both civil and criminal offenses on land or water as specified by Board of
Commissioners ordinance.

City zoning does not apply to the Port district, although certain parcels of land
are dedicated for public use and maintained by the city. Only the land and water use
decisions necessary for protection against floods in the Port district are a responsibility
of the Levee Board of Orleans Parish. The current Board of Commissioners and Port
Authority staff cooperate with the New Orleans City Council, Planning Commission and
Levy Board by submitting many issues to them for consideration and advice.

In several other study sites, the Port Authority owns and operates several other
transportation facilities, especially airports and railroads. In New Orleans the airport
is governed by an Airport Commission appointed by the Mayor and it is the city which
actually runs the public belt railroad. Qutside its traditional responsibilities, the Port
operates the city’s Rivergate Exhibition Trade Center in downtown New Orleans.

The Port has received federal flood relief assistance from OEP and an LEAA grant
to purchase police equipment. EPA funds allowed the Port to tie into the city sewer
system and offset the costs of treatment for the city.

There is another port facility in New Orleans created in 1972 by the state legisla-
ture. The Offshore Terminal Authority (Superport) has jurisdiction seaward over all
Louisiana coastal waters and landward to the extent of facilities needed to support the
offshore terminal. Superport coordinates its activities closely with the Port of New
Orleans, which assisted in its formation. It has received planning information from the
Regional Planning Commission and will adhere to local building codes of Parish land
it intends to use.

TAMPA BAY REGIONAL PLANNING COUNCIL (TBRPC}

Florida's ten regional planning councils were initially organized under a state
statue authorizing voluntary memberships among contiguous counties. Real authority
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was given to them in 1972 under the Comprehensive Planning Act and the Land and
Water Management Act, in which they were designated state planning districts.

The Tampa Bay Regional Planning Council is composed of four counties and eight
cities. It is charged with the responsibility for reviewing ““developments of regional im-
pact’’ such as port, power plant or recreational facilities which would affect more than
one county. On behalf of state government the regional councils also identify areas of
critical concern which might alter any body of water.

Upon indicating its intention to implement coastal zone planning by placing staff
of the Coastal Coordinating Council in each of the regional councils, the state received
strong criticism from the director of the Tampa Bay Regional Planning Council. It was
the position of the regional agencies that they should have the responsibility of devel-
oping the coastal zone management plan with their localities, not the state agency.
Local officials in Clearwater, St. Petersburg and Pinellas County viclently objected to
the positions of the state (Coastal Coordinating Councit and the Division of State Plan-
ning) as well as the regional council. They felt that the Tampa Bay staff neither under-
stood local government problems nor had the depth of planning knowledge necessary
to a coastal zone management problem.

Other than this proposal to assist the Tampa Bay Regional Planning Council with
staff, the Coastal Coordinating Council has provided very little help to the region.
Clearwater was one of two sites used by the Coastal Coordinating Council to demon-
strate coastal zone planning. Both Pinellas County and St. Petersburg found it necessary
to impose development moratoriums in their communities which gave them an oppor-
tunity to study coastal management in conjunction with comprehensive planning.

Because Pinellas County has three unique county-wide authorities provided for
by state enabling legislation (Water and Navagation Authority, Aquatic Preserve Act
protecting submerged lands and the Pinellas County Planning Council covering all 24
municipalities as well) the county officials find it most practicable to bypass the re-
gional council and deal directly with state agencies. County power (through the spe-
cial legislation) and planning expertise far exceeds that of the regional council and of
state agencies as well.

SOUTHWEST FLORIDA WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT (SWFWMD)

Organized in 1961 as a flood control district, this 15-county area is now one of
the five official Florida water management districts. By virtue of 1972 state legislation,
it can exercise complete control over both surface and ground water. The Southwest
Florida Water Management District {pronounced ‘swift mud’) is the chief substate plan-
ning agency and can actually regulate the use of water by the local governments in the
district.
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WILMINGTON METROPOLITAN AREA
PLANNING COUNCIL (WILMAPCO)

In the early 1960’s, private citizens, businessmen and public officials representing
state, county and city governments formed an informal planning body which became
known as the New Castle County Program. Basic to its purpose was the development
of transportation route and land use plans throughout the county, including Wilmington
and several smaller municipalities which were experiencing rapid growth.

Wanting to take advantage of federal assistance, the New Castle County officials
petitioned the federal government to become a regional planning organization, eligible
for HUD funds. Because the Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area of Wilmington in-
cluded neighboring Salem County in New Jersey and Cecil County in Maryland, a tri-
state council of governments was formed. The Wilmington Metropolitan Area Planning
Commission was created in 1970.

Soon afterward, WILMAPCO was designated as the official transportation planning
agency and became eligible to receive Federal Highway Act monies. It is further recog-
nized by all three states, Delaware, New Jersey and Maryland, as an official regional plan-
ning organization. Because the state of Delaware is small and because 70% of the popula-
tion live in one of only three counties, New Castle County, WILMAPCO carries its
weight in government circles.

When Delaware first considered its Coastal Zone Act, WILMAPCO staff were invited
to participate in planning and drafting sessions sponsored by the State Planning Office
and the Department of Natural Resources. As federal monies became available, a Coastal
Zone Management Committee was formed and the regional planning organization con-
tinued its input, along with city and county representatives. WILMAPCO also assists
city and county planning efforts, illustrated by its recent participation in the EPA
Section 208 river basin studies of New Castle County.

METROPOLITAN PHILADELPHIA
AIR QUALITY CONTROL REGION

Established in 1968 for evaluation, planning and coordination of air pollution con-
trol, the air quality region also spans several states, It includes Bucks, Chester, Delaware
and Montgomery counties and Philadelphia in Pennsylvania; the counties of Burlington,
Camden, Cloucester, Mercer and Salem in New Jersey and New Castle County in
Delaware. The Environmental Protection Agency approves each plan before the region
is qualified to receive federal Clean Air Act assistance. New Castle County is respon-
sible first to the Delaware Department of Natural Resources and Environmentai Control
for its eligibility.
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GREATER PORTLAND COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS (GPCOG)

Between 1956 and 1968, the Greater Portland Council of Governments was a vol-
untary regional planning commission composed of 17 jurisdictions in Cumberland
County. The official COG designation was made in 1968 by the state legislature. Sev-
eral years later, the area was further identified as one of the states eleven planning and
development districts.

The Greater Portland Council, in addition to its federal A-95 responsibilities, serves
as a substate agent for the Maine Department of Environmental Protection. In this ca-
pacity, the agency reviews and makes comments on six types of-applications: waste dis-
charge licensing; mining reclamation; site location; minimum lot size; compliance with
the Great Ponds Act; and compliance with the Wetlands Act.

Rather unique for a regional planning organization, the Council, in response to
local needs, is planning for and actually constructing a solid waste disposal system. Con-
taining both a baling facility and a sanitary landfill, the system will serve ten municipali-
ties in Cumberland County including Portland. A private operator will be hired and
supported through user fees of the cities which also paid for construction costs.

The Greater Portland Council is sponsoring an application, with three non-member
municipalities, for an EPA Section 208 grant which provides for comprehensive waste
treatment management. Efforts will be made to coordinate the waste treatment program
with prior water pollution control studies, the mandatory shoreline zoning procedures
and the coastal zone management programs, administered by the Maine State Planning
Office.

SOUTHEAST MICHIGAN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS (SEMCOG}

Based on a 1945 state act providing for regional planning commissions, the seven
counties of the Detroit metropolitan area formed a loose union. It later became an
Economic Development District (Department of Commerce) and a substate district re-
sponsive to the Michigan Transportation and Land Use Agency, which passed through
federal highway planning monies.

In 1968, the agency was commissioned the Southeast Michigan Council of Govern-
ments with a total of 96 member jurisdictions located in the seven-county area. Al-
though the urban-rural character of the counties is similar, there are frequently power
battles which surface at COG meetings. Macomb County has a history of dropping out
and rejoining the COG because of its disagreement with policy on controversial issues.
Many jurisdictions have objected to the SEMCOG regional water and sewer facilities
plan which overestimated new hookups. Based on regional council data several commu-
nities raised sewer rates or floated bonds to accommodate the growth projections.
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MATRIX OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT RELATIONSHIPS

PREDOMINANT UNIT IN
COASTAL ZONE INFERIOR UNITS PARALLEL UNITS SUPERIOR UNITS STATE CZM INVOLVEMENT
MANAGEMENT {Smaller Geographic Area) {Same G eographic Area) (Larger Geographic Area) WITH PREDOMINANT UNIT
Washington

County of King Seattle and twenty smaller

municipalities

Califorma

San Diego Regional
Coastal Commission

San Diego and twelve smaller
municipalitigs

Independent sewer districts

Louisiana

City of New Orleans None

¢ Municipalities of Metropolitan
Seattle (METRQ) (State authorized
county wide transit, sewage treat-
ment and water supply agency.)

e Seattle Port Authority (State
autharized county wide district.)

¢ San Diego County

= Comprehensive Planning Organ-
ization of the San Diego Region
{county wide A-95 agency)

* San Diego County Air Quality
District (State designated for pur-
poses of EPA compliance.)

* San Diego Regional Water Qual-
ity Control Board (State administra-

tive arm of independent sewer districts.)

o | evee Board of Qrleans Parish
(State authorized special agency with
ability to build levees on all bodies of
water subject to flooding. Also builds
and manages housing subdivision,
beaches, parks, bridges, marina and
commercial airport.)

¢ Sewerage and Water Board (State
authorized special district which
handles water supply, sewage treat-
ment and drainage.)

¢ Puget Sound Governmental
Conference (five-county A-95
agency)

Three grants to county to prepare
master program in compliance
with “tate legislation.

Regional commission is funded by
state faw to develop plan and issue

permits. Local elected officials serve

on commission.

® Port of New Orleans (Authorized  None
by Napoleonic Code.}

¢ Superport Offshore Terminal

Authority {Authorized by state

legistation.)

¢ “egional lanning Commission for
Jefferson, Orleans, St. Bernard and

St. Tamany Parishes (A-95 agency,

sub-state district.)

REASON FOR
PREDOMINANT UNIT

King County has charter autharity.

Seattle would have received only

8200 in planning funds and thus,

allowed the county to prepare the
shoreline plan.

Levee Board depends on federal
funds {Corps dredging, FAA Air-
port expansion) for some activities
and is therefore subject to City
Planning Commission decisions and
the environmental impact statement
procedures,



PREDOMINANT UNIT IN
COASTAL 20NE
MANAGEMENT

Florida

County of Pinellas

Delaware

State of Delaware

Maine

City of Portland

Michigan
City of Detroit

INFERIOR UNITS
{Smafler Geographic Area)

PARALLEL UNITS
{Same Geographic Area)

SUPERIOR UNITS
{Larger Geographic Area)

STATE CZM INVOLVEMENT
WITH PREDOMINANT UNIT

St. Petersburg, Clearwater
and twenty-two smaller
municipalities

Wilmington, New Castle
County and ali other Jocal
governments.

Port of Wilmington

None

None

* Pinellas County Water and Naviga-
tion Control Authority (State authori-
zation to establish bulkhead and issue
dredge permits.)

s Pinellas County Planning Council
(State authorization to prepare county
wide land use plan.)

None

None

None

¢ Tampa Bay Regional Planning
Council {A-95 agency covering four
counties and one of ten state plan-
ning districts.)

* Southwest Florida Water Managg-
ment District (Fifteen-county flood
control district and one of five state
water management districts.}

» Wilmington Metropolitan Area Plan-

ning Commission {Multi-state A-95
agency including Cecil County,
Maryland and Salem County, New
Jersey.)

» Cumberland County

» Greater Portland Council of Gov-
ernments (County-wide A-95 agency
with state designation and review
authority of state Department of En-
vironmental Protection applications.)
* Portland Water District {indepen-
dent water and sewer authority for
Portland and eight municipalities.)

¢ Port of Portland (State authority
which also serves South Portland.)

¢ Wayne County

s Detroit Metropolitan Water Sewage

Board {Charter authorized, the agen-

cy sells water and treats sewage for an

area larger than Wayne County.}
¢ Southeastern Michigan Council of

Coastal Coordinating Council pre-
pared a coastal plan for city of
Clearwar:- but has had no contact
with Pinellas County.

COG areas have been sanctioned by
state as coastal planning areas which
legistation requires cities to develop
protective zoning ordinances and
comprehensive use pians.

Governments (Seven-county A-95 agency

also state designated agency for land
use and transportation planning.)

» Huron-Clinton Metropolitan Park Auth-
ority {State authorized five-county agency

with taxing authority.}
» Wayne County Port Authority

REASON FOR
PREDOMINANT UNIT

Maine counties have no planning or
zoning authority and depend on
State Land Use Regulation Com-
mission,

Wayne County has no authority
to regulate planning or zoning.



In its efforts to execute the provisions of the Shoreland Protection and Manage-
ment Act of 1970, the Michigan Department of Natural Resources selected councils of
governments as its agents. Of the fourteen regional planning organizations in the state,
ten with coastal boundaries were awarded $25,000 grants to: formulate goals and ob-
jectives; recommend management controls; identify local powers and legal authorities;
and coordinate the plans of local jurisdictions.

Because of a long-standing feud between the Department of Natural Resources and
SEMCOG, the agency was offered only $15,000 to prepare an inventory. The grant was
turned down. Complicating the situation was a small grant to one of the SEMCOG
jurisdictions. Wayne County received state funds to perform an identification of region-
al coastal issues. Needless to say, the state and SEMCOG relations remain strained.

SUMMARY

By referring to the number of different agencies — both at the state level and in the
urbanized locale — and their related effect upon the land use and water use resources in
the coastal zone, this chapter pointed out the extent of, in some cases, duplication and,
in other cases, the fragmentation that exists. Further, the economic interests which each
agency has nominally represented: regional planning groups, suburban; port authorities,
shipping and industrial development, has vastly complicated the needs identification and
priority-setting activities vital to pinpoint the specific objectives — development, preser-
vation, recreation, etc. — which underlie planning and management of the coastal zone.
In the absence of a consensus among those competing agencies and interests over issues
revolving in the coastal zone, the management of activities in the coastal zone has been
exacerbated. Conversely, in those circumstances where there has been a merging of
interests and centralization of authority in one or a few agencies the planning and cost
of resources in the coastal zone have been vastly simplified, with a resulting higher prob-
ability that the planned objectives will be achieved.
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[11. GUIDANCE FROM THIS STUDY ON ELEMENTS OF
COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT AND INSTITUTIONAL
ARRANGEMENTS TO ADDRESS THOSE ELEMENTS

A. INTRODUCTION

In this chapter we specify the elements of coastal zone management in states with
an urban area/s and provide alternative recommendations on the institutional arrange-
ments necessary to adequately address those elements. As we stated earlier in the Back-
ground of this report coastal zone management is currently a nearly inextricable mixture
of both political governance and implementing actions and the urban area is considered
to be the central city and the county surrounding it.

When considering the elements and institutional arrangements of urban coastal
zone management, it is important to consider the striking lack of similarity and com-
parison among our seven study sites. For purposes of illustrating this diversity, let us
focus on the coastal zone management elements in New Qrleans/Orleans Parish, Louisi-
ana and the City and County of San Diego, California.

ELEMENT

State program agency

® Position as:
e Planning delegated to:

o With powers of:

o Assisted by:

Regional planning organization
o Composed of:

o With plan expertise:

Local Government
o Planning:

e Zoning:

MEW ORLEANS, LOUISIANA

State Planning Office

One of 262 cabinet agencies.
One of 6 projects in SPO.

Preparing plan.

Staff only.

4 parishes with varying ur-
ban, suburban and rural
constituencies.

No coastal component

Consolidated city/parish
City staff prepared draft
of proposed state legisla-
tion outlining local powers.

All land except in Port or
around levees.

SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA

Resources Agency

One of 4 cabinet agencies.
Independent coastal com-
mission.

Preparing plan and regulat-
ing development.

Local elected officials who
vote on interim use while
plans are subject to citizen
hearings.

1 county and its 13 homo-
geneous municipalities,

Comprehensive policy and
use plan, preceding state
legislation.

City and county
Both city and county have
passed beach erosion, ocean-

edge, coastal protection or-
dinances.

All land except Port.



ELEMENT NEW ORLEANS, LOUISIANA SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA

» Services: Water and Sewer Board. City sewer system and inde-
pendent county districts.
Special Authorities Port Authority Port Authority
Levee Board Water Quality Board

Offshore Terminal

Although we are able to make some generalizations among the sites, each has nota-
ble exceptions. Thereby, we will identify the primary examples of: state legislation;
state organization and agency relationships; regional planning; local governments and
cooperative mechanisms between city and county agencies; and special authority or dis-
trict arrangements in this chapter.

B. DISCUSSION OF THE ELEMENTS

In order to select the primary examples of urban coastal zone management in our
sites, we have applied the vital elements suggested in the legislation, the implementing
guidelines, and the request for proposal on this contract. Conclusions were drawn based
upon our rating {1-low, 5-high) of the seven study sites on the following issues (certain
questions are weighted):

1. Has the state coordinated its coastal zone program with local, areawide
and regional plans?

2. Is there a single state agency to receive and administer the federal grant?

x2 3. Is the state organized in such a way that it can implement the manage-
ment program?

4.  How many state-agencies are involved in the planning and management
of the coastal zone program? -

5. To what extent has the coastal zone management program received the
attention and/or the approval of the Governor?

6.  Has the state designated certain priority uses of the coastal zone?

x2 7. Were [ocal or regional officials consulted during the development of the
state coastal zone program?

x2 8 Is there an effective mechanism for continuing coordination with local
governments, regional agencies and state government?

x2 9. Has there been adequate participation of the public through hearings or
other mechanisms?
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10. Has specific attention been accorded to the urban areas in recogniz-
ing:
x2 a. Local powers and authorities,
b Number of jurisdictions,;
x2 c. Institutional arrangements between city and county,
d. Special districts or authorities; and
e Allocation of coastal land uses.

A review of the state’s application for Section 305 Coastal Zone Management Act
funds, briefings by our federal contract staff and other coastal zone experts and exten-
sive on-site interviews allowed us to make observations relating to these elements (listed
above) and make the following conclusions regarding the primary examples of institu-
tional arrangements for urban coastal zone management;

PRIMARY INSTITUTIONAL ARRANGEMENTS FOR
URBAN COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT

State legistative authorily:  Shoreline Management Act of 1971, State of Washington.

State program agency: Florida Coordinating Council; and Washington Department of
Ecology.

State organizational arrangement: Michigan Department of Natural Resources.

Regional planning organizations:  Comprehensive Planning Organization of the San Diego
Region; and Greater Portland Council of Governments.

City-County Cooperation: Wilmington and New Castle County, Delaware.
City: New Orleans, Louisiana.
County: Pinellas, Florida; and New Castle, Delaware.

Special Distriets:  Municipalities of Metropolitan Seattle; and Levee Board of Orleans
Parish.

C. GUIDANCE FROM THIS STUDY ON INSTITUTIONAL ARRANGEMENTS

STATE LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITY

The state of Washington’s Shoreline Management Act is the most unique legislative
backdrop for the examination of state and local relationships. In 1969, a landmark deci-
sion by the Washington Supreme Court, Wilbur vs. Gallagher, declared that any naviga-
ble body of water (tidal or surface) belonged to the people of the state. The impact was
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that any public or private construction on or near tidal waters would have been com-
pletely prohibited. This decision was the basis for a broad-based, respected citizens
group, the Washington Environmental Council, to propose an initiative to the state legis-
lature. The resulting compromise between citizens and elected officials resulted in a

cooperative venture for coastal zone management between state and local governments
in Washington.

The Shoreline Management Act of 1971 gives the elected officials of city and
county governments the primary responsibility for the inventory of land use {“‘environ-
ments’’), planning (““master programs’’} and management (through the permitting sys-
tem) of the coastal zone.

A second unique feature is that the state provided small grants (fifty-fifty match-
ing) to local governments to help offset the planning costs of preparing the inventory
and master plan. {Further, because HUD 701 funds are received by the umbrella De-
partment of Ecology, they were earmarked for three years to be used by local govern-
ments for shoreline planning.) Federal coastal zone management funds will also be
shared with the local governments. However, whereas the Department of Ecology re-
ceives its Section 305 grant on a two-thirds/one-third basis, the money will be passed
on to local governments on a fifty/fifty basis. We highly recommend the legislation
and its provisions to local governments.

GUIDANCE FROM THIS STUDY

(1) For large urban areas, state governments which delegate any part of the regula-

tory or management functions to local units should specifically make the elected officials
accountable and responsible for those functions.

{2) If local units of government are designated by the state agency to plan for or
manage coastal zone areas,.the state should consider passing through adequate funds
for these purposes. The funding reimbursement arrangement should be based upon the
area's population and miles of controlled shoreline. (Michigan’s Department of Natural
Resources gave $25,000 grants to regional councils. The Washington Department of
Ecology split $100,000 between eighteen counties based on shoreline and population,
resulting in only token financial assistance.)

(3) States should consider providing incentives for local governments in the urban
sector of the coastal zone to encourage their positive participation on a comprehensive
statewide program of coastal zone management. This could be in the form of early sign-
off authority for major state activities in the area affecting the coastal zone. It could

represent additional funding, perhaps additiona! “‘701,” Section 208 of Federal Water
Pollution Control Act, or capital grants money.
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{4) OCZM/NOAA should examine the possibilities of using other federal general
purpose planning funds for urban coastal zone planning. For example, HUD “701"
funds, distributed to metropolitan regional planning agencies and cities, have traditional-
ly been used to develop regional and local transportation and land use plans, or more
recently have been used by the Mayor to strengthen the management capability of the
executive office.

{5) Some federal encouragement, such as an interagency agreement between HUD
and DoC or language in the Federal Register, should be offered to 701" recipients so
that they might consider water, as well as land use in the development of their plans.
This also applies to EPA’s Section 208 planning grant program.

STATE PROGRAM AGENCY

The comprehensive responsibilities (for both planning and regulation) vested in the
Florida Coastal Coordinating Council (a part of the Department of Natural Resources)
is an exemplary coordinating mechanism of any state agency among the sites, a close
contender being the Washington Department of Ecology.

Within both agencies is the state planning office, allowing coordinaticon of tradition-
al fand use planning with water resources planning.

The Florida Department of Natural Resources Director (which is an elected posi-
tion) serves as the Chairman of the Coastal Coordinating Council. Every aspect of fand
and water management falls to one of the other department heads represented on the
Council. This includes Poliution Contro!, Administration (finance) and Internal Im-
provement Fund Board (the Florida Cabinet). (In Washington, management of tide, sea-
shore and acquatic lands are handled outside the Department of Ecology.) Operational
since 1970, the Council employs a well qualified staff who enjoy some autonomy. To
date, its efforts have been directed to preparing an inventory of land use by census
tracts, the Florida Coastal Zone Management Atlas.

In lieu of no state coastal zone legislation, the Council selected the regional plan-
ning councils {commissioned to review 'developments of regional impact’) as its substate
planning mechanism. A proposal to place Coastal Coordinating Council staff in each
one of the regional planning councils drew criticism from the regional counciis and
local governments as well.

GUIDANCE FROM THIS STUDY
(6) The state agency designated to receive and administer coastal zone program
funds should be able to effectively coordinate the planning and regulatory activities of

all other state agencies having land and water use responsibilities. To locate these func-
tions, in addition to financial control (such as the Department of Administration and
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the [nternal Improvement Fund Board) in a single body, would be the most ideal situa-
tion, albeit not always practical. This and other organizational arrangements could be
achieved, in the case of strong governor forms of government, by Executive Order. Like-
wise, it could be achieved by giving the CZM administering agency lead agency respon-
sibility in any coordinating mechanism. |n cases of multiple state sponsor, the Governor
should clearly designate a single state agency to be the primary focal point for coordina-
tion of the other state agencies which have program authority pertaining to coastal zone
management. '

(7) In cases of a multiple departmental sponsor, the Governor should designate a
single lead agency to act as general manager and liaison with other agencies which are
involved.

{8) If the state intends to locate coastal zone planners in local or substate agencies,
particularly “701" funded regional planning councils, the elected officials from the juris-
diction affected should be consulted with in order to ensure a greater willingness to as-
sist in the development of the coastal zone plan.

STATE ORGANIZATIONAL ENTITY

The use of Governor-appointed advisory commissions is best seen in conjunction
with the Michigan Department of Natural Resources. Language in the Shoreland Pro-
tection and Management Act requires the Department of Natura! Resources and its
Water Resources Commission to jointly develop a comprehensive plan, supervize local
shoreland zoning ordinances and issue development permits. The Water Resources Com-
mission acts as an advisor to Department staff but reports directly to the chief execu-
tive.

Another environmental umbrella agency, the Department of Natural Resources is
the single organizational entity for land and water management in Michigan. It lacks
only the comprehensive land use planning office found in Florida and Washington states
lead program agencies.

GUIDANCE FROM THIS STUDY

{9) Use of coastal zone management advisary bodies to the Governor should be
encouraged. Membership should include local elected officials and citizens from affected
areas appointed by the Governor. The major responsibility of this advisory committee
should be 1o facilitate communication between the executive/administrative agencies
and substate units and the public.

{10} The state comprehensive land use planning office or division should be con-

sidered for merger or integration into the state coastal zone program agencies, or its plan-
ning processes, to achieve maximum coordination.
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{11) Where examples of city and county cooperation exist, the state program agen-
cy should make every effort to identify and protect those local relationships.

(12) State agencies should be encouraged where possible to select only one level
of local government as a planning agent in order to maintain efficiency. (Although funds
in Washington were first offered to both cities and counties, it was more efficient to give
the counties planning responsibility [18 coastal counties including 250 coastal cities] .)

{13) In states which allow special purpose legislative acts to be passed affecting
only one jurisdiction, the state should have a readily available resource to advise them of
local powers which supersede state authority. This also applies to information about
authorities of special purpose districts, local revenue sources and restrictions and other
statutory authorities given to subunits of state government. (The Pinellas County Plan-
ning Councili authority exceeds that of the Tampa Bay Regional Planning Council ex-
cept for review of developments of regional impact.)

(14) State agencies should treat their subunits to which they have decentralized
authority with equal treatment. (Situation in Michigan when Department of Natural
Resources funded all COG's except SEMCOG in favor of Wayne County.)

(15) State agencies should consult local elected officials when developing coastal
zone management legislation. (New Orleans Department of Planning.)

{16) Because much expertise is required to implement new disciplines, such as
coastal zone management, located within urban governments, state agencies should
make arrangements to take advantage of such personnel. (The King County shore-
line planner is used to conduct workshop sessions for other county planners.)

REGIONAL PLANNING ORGANIZATIONS

Traditionally limited in their scope of responsibilities, regional planning organiza-
tions are the official federally designated land use and transportation planning agencies.
However, among our study sites, only the Comprehensive Planning Organization of the
San Diego Region has initiated a coastal management plan component. It successfully
serves as a conduit Detween its city and county constituents and the state by referring

local coastal protection plans and ordinances to the San Diego Regional Coastal Com-
mission.

GUIDANCE FROM THIS STUDY

{17) Regional planning organizations, whether designated by either the federa! or
state government, should serve as a conduit for transferring information between local
governments and the state program agency.
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(18) In the event that regional agencies are assigned planning responsibility by the
state program agency (Michigan, Florida and Maine), they should carefully consult with
local government planning efforts to assure maximum consideration in the state program.

{19) Regional planning organizations in urban areas have a special responsibility to
their member jurisdictions. Because they are directly funded by the federal government,
they may circumvent the state planning system. They should be the point of coordina-
tion between state coastal zone planning efforts and those of local governments. ' (Maine
as the example, specifically Greater Portland Council of Governments.)

(20) Regional planning organizations should try ta employ personne! sensitive to
the interface between land and water use (see Urban Planning chapter).

{21) Local governments should be able to request technical assistance and informa-
tion from their regional planning organizations in the development of a coastal zone
plan.

(22) Regional agencies should be used as mechanisms to coordinate city and county
plans and policies.

(23) Where possible, local governments should be encouraged to consider a broader
role in planning, coordination and controlling activities impinging on the coastal zone
for their regional planning organizations in deveioping and implementing a coastal zone
plan. This is particularly critical in urban areas, where the jurisdictions may have differ-
ent charter/home role authorities. (The example of the Regional Planning Commission
for Jefferson, Orleans, St. Bernard and Tammany Parishes is a primary illustration of this
recommendation. Orleans is a consolidated, highly urban parish-city government with
strong Mayor form. Jefferson has partial home rule powers and is an entirely suburban
community. St. Bernard and Tammany Parishes are quite undeveloped and rural.)

CITY - COUNTY COOPERATION

Although working relationships between the local governments in the urban area
occur in nearly every study site, certain considerations should be for coastal manage-
ment purposes. Wilmington's water and sewer department provides services to city and
county residents alike. The city’s sewage treatment plant is located in the port district
on land owned by the county. On a nearby parcel, the county sanitary landfill accepts
solid refuse from city or county sources. Although the county is the recipient of an
EPA Section 208 water basin planning grant, information will be readily shared with
city planners.
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GUIDANCE FROM THIS STUDY

(24) State agencies should refrain from creating situations which force one local
government to take advantage of another (state water quality control board mandate

to city of San Diego to extend sewer service to unincorporated communities served by
the county).

{25) For the sake of efficiency, state agencies should interpret their enabling legis-
lation and select one type of local unit of government as the primary unit (Washington's

eighteen coastal counties were delegated planning responsibility and funds over 250
cities).

COUNTY POWERS

Coastal zone planning and regulation efforts by the state program agency can

become complicated in counties and cities with charter, home-rule or jurisdiction-wide
authority.

Although Pinellas County, Florida is an unchartered local government containing
26 municipalities, it has several county-wide powers that make it unusual. It is one
of the few Florida counties having a manager-council form of government (a 1963
special legislative act authorized the position of administrator).

In coastal zone management practices, the Pinellas County Water and Navigation
Control Authority (created by a special act of the state legislature) has the sole author-
ity within the county for establishing the bulkhead line and issuing dredge and fill per-
mits. {In other parts of the state, each level of government may do this.)

Another special act brought the Pinellas County Planning Council into operation.
A county-wide comprehensive land use plan was prepared by the Council and became
effective upon a 75% radification of the municipalities who must plan and zone accord-
ingly.

A county-wide tree ordinance prohibits alteration of mangrove areas without ap-
proval of the Pinellas County Board of Commissioners while an Aquatic Preserve Act
governs submerged lands.

It is difficuit to compare Pinellas County powers with those of other urban Florida
counties. Dade County is a two-tier metropolitan form the only one in the country,
while Broward has full charter powers.

GUIDANCE FROM THIS STUDY

(26) Especially in states which allow permissive or special purpose legislation
benefitting local units, state program agencies must become aware of urban county
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powers. {The pinellas County Planning Council authority exceeds that of the Tampa
Bay Regional Planning Council except for review of ‘developments of regional impact.’)

(27) Before responsibility is delegated to regional or local units, state agencies
should understand the statewide implications. (The lesser treatment given to a region-
al council in favor of Wayne County by the Michigan Department of Natural Resources
intensified poor relationships.)

CITY POWERS

Most large cities have home rule powers given to them by state government. Local-
ly initiated charter amendments allow city governments to update their powers fairly
easily. Less than twenty city and county governments have chosen consolidation, but
New Orleans and Orleans Parish, Louisiana is one of the oldest examples. It is a geo-
graphic and political consolidation meaning that its boundaries are coterminuous and
a single legislative body and chief executive govern the city. (The City of Baton Rouge
is consolidated only functionally with East Baton Rouge Parish. The parish is not in-
corporated and the Mayor also holds the title of Parish President.)

New Orleans has a mayor-council form of government, characterized by deputies
and executive assistants administering the line departments. Chairmanship of the city
council rotates monthly,

Although the city must contend with several state authorized special authorities
{Levee Board, Port Authority and Water Board), it has a special power within its Plan-
ning Advisory Committee. Even these autonomous agencies must submit their plans
and permit applications to the Mayor-appointed Planning Advisory Committee, staffed
by the city planning department.

In lieu of no Louisiana state coastal zone management taws, the city planning de-
partment has drafted legislation which would allow local option in plan preparation
and matching funds for local enforcement using the state as a monitor.

GUIDANCE FROM THIS STUDY

(28) In the absence of state coastal legislation, state program agencies should con-
sult with local planners for assistance in drafting legislation.

(29) Because of the varying forms of local government in a given state, the state

program agency staff should have a basic understanding of those forms and powers be-
fore decisions affecting local governments are made.
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SPECIAL DISTRICTS

The final institutional influence found in coastal zone management are state created
special districts and authorities. (There are single-purpose districts sponsored by city
and county governments but these are of little consequence.)

Authorized by the state but established by public referendum, the Municipalities
of Metropolitan Seattle (METROQ) agency is the best example among our sites of a spe-
cial district totally responsive to local needs. Membership on the policy body is com-
posed of the Mayor und City Council of Seattle, the County Executive and King County
Council and elected officials from smaller municipalities and unincorporated areas of
the county.

To date METRO has only opted to perform two of its authorized functions ~ sew-
age connection and treatment and public transportation. The agency is also able to pre-
pare a comprehensive plan for an metropolitan function, but has left such planning to
the Puget Sound Governmental Conference. City and County sewer districts support
METRO through water rate user charges. The transit operations are self-sufficient,
funded through fares, motor vehicle excise taxes, local sales taxes and federal mass
transit grants.

The Levee Board of Orleans Parish is a substate agency whaose governing board
members are appointed by the Governor, serving concurrently with the term of office.

A constitutional amendment allows the Mayor and one councilman to serve on the
Board.

In matters pertaining the flood protection, the Levee Board is the supreme author-
ity. It builds, maintains and controls all levees on rivers, lakes, canals and other water-
ways. As an extension of its responsibilities, it built a large landfill on Lake Ponchartrain,
which is now a major subdivision (subject to city officials for zoning purposes only).

The Levee Board is the developer and manager of beaches, parks, bridges, an airport,
a marina within the city. Its own police force regulates activities.

It is supported through a local mill levy, oil royalities and by home sales and ren-

tals (from the landfill subdivision). Both the marina and airport operations have received
federal funds.

GUIDANCE FROM THIS STUDY

(30) If there is no local elected official participation on special district policy
boards, state program agencies should be cautious in making requirements of local offi-
cials in those areas.
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(31) Information about the financial support of special districts is vital to state
officials.

{32) The provisions and requirements of federal grant assistance to special dis-
tricts, local governments and regional agencies must be considered by state program
agencies working with substate units.

(33) Consideration of local program administration should always first include an
examination of the statuatory authority of state agencies and the Governor’s power to
make executive changes, not requiring legistation.

D. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

It is apparent that few generalizations among the levels of government can be
made. We have attempted to select the best examples of the institutional arrangements
in our seven study sites, rather than create a new political organization to accommodate
the necessary elements of coastal zone management.

In summary, we feei that the best legislative authority is that found in the Washing-
ton Shoreline Management Act of 1971. With the exception of an elected head, the
Florida Coastal Coordinating Council, part of the Department of Natural Resources, con-
tains all the necessary planning and management elements. |t could be improved
through the use of a line technical advisory commission such as the Water Resources
Commission in the Michigan Department of Natural Resources.

For purposes of coastal zone management, the Comprehensive Planning Organiza-
tion of the San Diego Region was the most useful agency serving as a conduit between
focal governments and the state program agency.

The interdependence of programs and services in Wilmington and New Castle
County was the most cooperative illustration of city and county relationships.

Although neither Pinellas County, Florida nor the City of New Orleans in Louisiana
are the most important local governments in our study, they represent county-wide
authorities and the power of consolidated local government.

Special districts are important in every site. From a statuatory provided services
viewpoint, the METRO agency of Seattle and King County was selected as a compli-
ment to local government while the Levee Board of Orleans Parish was found to be the
most interesting, its powers resembling those of general purpose local governments.

State officials responsible for a coastal zone management program must treat their

urban areas in a much different manner. The unique urban characteristics of. devel-
oped land in permanent use; number of people dependent on water resources; powers
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of local governments and special districts; and the lack of a natural organizational rela-
tionship between the state and urban local governments makes urban coastal zone man-
agement a unique challenge to state governments.
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NEEDS OF URBAN PLANNERS




1V. NEEDS OF URBAN PLANNERS

A. INTRODUCTION

Since ancient times, the coastal areas of the world have been the pathways of com-
merce and conquest. Major cities developed around deep-water harbors when ships were
the major vehicles of transportation, commerce, and communications. The coasts inspired
poets and painters, lured vacationers, and in the warmer climates, served as the breeding
grounds for the sea life which feeds the world.

In the United States, major cities developed along the eastern coast, but with indus-
trialization, as railroads and highways speeded up ground transportation, and as commu-
nications took to the air waves, focus on docks and wharves dimmed. The population
spread across the country, clustering around other waterways and rail centers near the
natural resources which fueled the fires of industry. Cities began to view water in the
more limited role of a resource vital to residential and industrial development. The tech-
nical business of managing commercial shipping was designated to special authorities.

In the past few decades, our economy has changed from a production economy to
a service economy. More people have had more leisure time, fewer people are needed
in agriculture, mobility has increased, and people are less bound to the industrial centers
of the nation’s heartland. They are increasingly choosing to live and to visit in areas of
scenic and climatic attraction: the coastal areas. Today, over haif of the nation’s popu-
lation lives in the counties bordering the oceans and the Great Lakes. In the decade of
the sixties, the greatest population increases occurred within fifty miles of the nation’s
borders, the urban coastal zone.

The growing population pressure on our finite shores has resulted in increased pol-
lution of coastal waters, alteration of fragile coastal ecosystems, and destruction of marine
life, which threatens not only aesthetic and recreational enjoyment, but vast food pro-
ducing industries. The need for intelligent planning and management of our coastal re-
sources has become apparent and federal, state and local governments have begun to
respond. To date, little has actually been done beyond the passage of necessary legisla-
tion: the National Environmental Protection Act, the Water Pollution Control Act and
the Coastal Zone Management Act at the federal level has triggered some related legisla-
tion at the state level. Local officials are beginning to become aware of the need to take
a more comprehensive look at their coastal areas and to establish goals which will facil-
itate balancing competing demands for coastal resources.

“Coastal planning,”’ however, is as lacking in definition as is the term coastal zone
itself. Coastal management is seen, more often than not, as simply the management of
commercial ports. “‘City planning”” and “land use planning’’ have been the accepted ter-
minology and, in fact, the orientation of most professional planners. Planning for the



use and abuse of water areas has largely been the domain of the engineers and few, if any,
jurisdictions have provided for the proper interface between land use and water use planning.

Planning and management of the coastal zone in urban areas is characterized by a
number of problems for which there is no easy solution. Extreme governmental fragmen-
tation and the sheer numbers of governmental units in most metropolitan areas make the
establishment of goals for the coastal zone and the implementation of management pol-
icies difficult to achieve. Compounding the problem of jurisdictional complexity is the
lack of avenues of communication between the urban planners, the water engineers, the
port directors, the research biologists, etc. The land orientation of most planners has led
to some less than imaginative approaches to the planning and management of the coastal
zone. Traditional gaps in communication between the planners and local government ad-
ministrators is evident here. '

B. NEEDS OF PLANNERS

What are the needs of planners in the urban coastal areas? Certainly, an awareness
of land use techniques is necessary. And in this basic area, it is not surprising to find that
more than sixty percent of the planners contacted in this study had specific training in
urban planning, many having masters and doctoral degrees. This training traditionally
has emphasized skills that are useful and needed in coastal zone management:

. Demographic analysis
. Economic base studies
. Cost/benefit analysis
. Land use controls

- Aesthetics

Population projection and analysis in coastal areas is important since over fifty per-
cent of the population already lives within fifty miles of the water, and growth in those
urban areas continues to increase at a rapid rate.

Cost/benefit studies are necessary to demonstrate development options which would
be beneficial or desirable in the coastal zone. Land use studies are helpfu! in producing
results needed to form a data base for controls on current and future decisions.

Urban planners already have many of the tools which can be used and, in some in-
stances, are being used, to provide a better balance in the allocation of coastal zone resources:

= Zoning
= Subdivision regulations

. Pollution control regulations
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- Environmental Impact Statements
. Permitting procedures for dredging and the disposal of dredged material

= Physiographic mapping

The same implementation tools used to control land development in other parts of
the urban area can be used in the coastal zone. In dealing with the waterfront, subdivi-
sion regulations must be expanded to include some activities not found inland. Among
those are: the effect of various kinds of landfill and its drainage into water supply; pub-
lic access to the waterfront and the water; port facility development; dredging and dispos-
al of dredged material; up-to-date materials and engineering in marine construction; salt
water intrusion of drinking water quaﬁty; and high water patterns. The knowledge re-
quired to design these water-oriented regulations include technologies not currently
included in urban planning programs.

Tax incentives are another tool used in redevelopment of the cities and counties
which are useful in coastal zone management. At one time, in Clearwater, Florida, the
city gave a tax advantage to developers who would build commercial or recreational build-
ings on the water. The philosophy on waterfront development has changed since that
time and an effort is being made to alter that procedure. In other places, tax incentives
can be used similarly to encourage non-water oriented businesses, such as warehousing,
to move from the coast to another section of the city.

Because of their training, urban planners are always stronger in land-related rather
than water-related areas. Their main interest in water is in knowing how much is avail-
able to the community for further residential and industrial development. Sewer and
water facilities planning is considered to be an engineering job, the responsibility of the
public works department or an independent authority. Since the coastal zone is a unique
area in which land and water play equal roles, water planners are not the answer to plan-
ning the coastal zone. They can be as non-fand oriented as urban planners are non-water
oriented.

Urban planners need to know more about the nature of water and about water tech-
nology. The urban planners interviewed in this study indicated gaps in their expertise
and a recognition of the need for generalized training and information relating to:

] Groundwater behavior

] Tidal flow and flushing rates

. Wind currents and wave action
. Estuarine resources

. Water aesthetics

» Geomorphology



. Marine biology

. Botany
= Biology
= Zoology

. Off-shore drilling technology

1t was generally agreed among the people interviewed that although a scientific back-
ground was not necessary for urban planners, there was a need for a better understanding
of the biologic and hydrologic interface between the land and the water. In light of the
fact that 78 percent of the earth’s surface is water, some reorientation of the urban plan-
ner’'s viewpoint may be desirable. As with water and sewer planning, planners have gener-
ally left ports to their own authority or department. The construction of ships, the size of
the docks, the modes of loading and unloading, and the administration of the portis a
speciality few planners have. Yet in six out of seven urban coastal zone sites, the port took
up the major space of the downtown waterfront.

With a new awareness of the coastal zone, some city and county planning offices
have a new realization of the port as a potential resource. The Port of Wilmington,
Delaware, is not only self-supporting but also revenue producing for the city. In Detroit,
the city planning office is joining with Wayne County in a state-supported study of the
Detroit waterfront. The proposed Centroport in New Qrleans, over a period of twenty
years, would move shipping activities from the city docks down the river and closer to
the Gulf of Mexico in what is now a rural area. Seattle's port promises to become the
largest containerized port on the western coast. 1t is becoming increasingly important as
the transport center between Alaskan oil and the mainland United States. A look at the
coast from the water rather than from the land may lead to new appreciation of the
stark fact that if, through over-development, we destroy the edge of the sea, we destroy
the life chain in the productivity of the oceans.

Some implementation and enforcement tools for new water-oriented coastal zone
regulations already exist. They may take the form of building codes and code enforce-
ment for docks, wharves, marinas, and other waterfront construction. While the state
licenses pleasure crafts, local governments can restrict certain waters for swimming or water
skiing. Federal water poliution control standards and Environmental Impact statements
offer local governments another tool to control development or activities on and in the
water.

Planners have dealt sparingly with subagueous tands and even less with harbors. For
instance, the states claim jurisdiction over bottomlands but, on occasion, have given over
this authority to localities. Shipping channels and harbors are designed, constructed and
maintained by the Constitutional authority given to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
but the ecological disturbances caused by the continual dredging and storing of the dredged
material create problems which directly affect the local community. Planners need to know
the federal and state laws on bottomland ownership and on navigable waterways.
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Greater understanding of energy was cited as essential to the urban coastal planner
to raise the planner’s consciousness of the possibility of harnessing the "“free work’' of
the winds and tides in enriching the natural systems. Power plant citing requirements
are basic knowledge to the planner.

Here the need for a team approach, bringing together the various disciplines which
are needed to deal with the complex interface between land and water is apparent. Ap-
preciation of the impacts of the natural systems and general communications skills with
elected officials and the interested public as well as the technical experts appear to be as
important as knowing how to prepare subdivision regulations.

In addition to the need for some training designed to equip the urban planner to
communicate with the specialists in coastal zone disciplines, it seems that the traditional
land use planning emphasis is inadequate in another area.

Planners dealing with coastal problems are seldom dealing with a single governmental
agency, a city or a county, as is apparently assumed by many planning curriculums. Al-
though the web of governmentai agencies is present everywhere, it is nowhere more apparent
than in the coastal zone, particularly in urban areas. In order to consider the coastal zone
in concrete terms, the urban coastal planner must be an expert in inter-governmental
relationships and have an essential appreciation of public administration and the governmental
institutions which are a part of the urban area. Independent special districts and Author-
ities further complicate the general landscape.

Urban coastal planners need to be conversant with state and federal legislation and
programs relating to the coastal zone, particularly in view of recent public awareness of the
vulnerability of the area where land meets sea. Most important among recent legislation
is the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, the Coastal Zone Management Act of
1972 and the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972, Had the National
Land Policy and Planning Act of 1974 survived, knowledge of it would have been vital
to coastal zone managers. Additionally, many of the coastal states have passed legistation
protecting coastal lands and waters. This has led to a plethora of special permits and other
regulations with which local planners and administrators need to be familiar.

There is not adequate understanding of the federal programs directly impacting on the
local coastal zone such as water quality programs {Environmental Protection Agency) and
the Corps of Engineers dredging activities. Such federal programs, such as Sea Grant
marine research {Department of Commerce) Environmental Systems (National Science
Foundation, RANNY), as well as the Bureau of Sports, Fisheries and Wildlife (Department
of the Interior} provide information sources and technical resources to the local planner
and the community but are often not utilized. It is likely that a coastal question in New
Orleans could involve the city/parish planning commission, the Port Authority, the Levee
Board, the State Wildlife and Fisheries Commission, the State Health Department, the
Army Corps of Engineers, the Environmental Protection Agency and the LSU Sea Grant
program.



C. SHARED PERCEPTIONS

Most urban planners share common perceptions as a result of their professional dis-
cipline. They have similar approaches to zoning, sub-division regulations, demographic
and economic base studies and so forth. As a result, planners from neighboring jurisdic-
tions often are successful in working to solve some of their mutual and area-wide problems
such as transportation planning.

At this time, however, they do not share common perceptions of the coastal zone.
This area differs in character from state to state and even varies within states. The
boundaries of the coastal zone may be described in terms of feet or miles from a variable
tidal mark, bay county or census enumeration district. There may be primary coastal
zones and secondary coastal zones, physiographic zones and planning zones, but they are
interchangeably, and confusingly, all called the coastal zone. State and local elected policy
makers may have even different understandings of the coastal zone and of its boundaries.

There are some common perceptions of the urbanized areas of the coastal zone.
Some state officials view the metropolitan (urban) areas, with their confusion of jurisdic-
tions, local feuds and competing pressures, as potential political suicides, better left alone.

There is no doubt that the big city coast has political problems. It has physical
problems as well. Its coastal zone is densely developed with a port, railroads, warehouses,
recreational, industrial and residential facilities. 1t does not fit a common perception of
a coastal zone: an underdeveloped rural area where, it may be imagined, a good manage-
ment program will protect natural areas from being damaged by unplanned development.
Among some planners and officials, the urban coast is presumed to be too far developed
to salvage. Several local government officials in Delaware said the Wilmington waterfront
should not be included in the coastal zone because there is no longer anything of ecologi-
cal value to preserve or protect. San Diego planners commented to the contrary: that
because so much of the urban coast was highly developed, an extra effort ought to be
made by head officials to preserve from despoilation whatever was not fully developed.

D. CONCLUSIONS

The state and federal governments are forcing local governments to make decisions
identifying their attitude about their own waterfront. The positive urban coastal planner
must evaluate the coastal zone for local administrators and point out some alternative
policies which will be compatible with the long range city plan., Effective decision-making
must be based on solid facts; therefore, planners have a great need to be familiar with
the wide variety of technologies, legislation, and jurisdictional perogatives of the tand and
water of the coastal zone,

It would not solve the coastal problem to turn urban coastal planning over to water

engineers because they lack the other planning disciplines for designing options and eval-
uating their sociological, economic, and political effects. Nor does the answer lie in
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training an urban planner in one of the water technologies, for no single science provides
all the solutions. Also, since developing technologies leave even constant practitioners in
the field frustrated in keeping up with new discoveries, it is doubtful that the full-time
planner could stay abreast of his single specialization.

As in many phases of his work in the urban area, the planner in the coastal zone
must be the instigator of tearn effarts. Coastal planners have sufficient awareness of the
problems and possible solutions to recognize the technoiogies involved. The planner
should be sufficiently conversant with the scientific terms to act as a catalyst, synthesiz-
ing the expertise of the interdisciplinary team. To provide effective guidance, the plan-
ners most useful background would be in the skills of analyzing tradeoffs through sound
economic and environmental disciplines, backed up by access to a broad range of experts
and the latest technological information. Naturally the support of local elected officials
is vital.

E. GUIDANCE FROM THIS PROJECT

(1) Serious consideration should be given to a formal relationship between the Sea
Grant Program and the Coastal Zone Management Act. Many of the research and tech-
nology needs of local, regional and state planners can be met by the Sea Grant Program.

A mechanism needs to be established to make the results of the Sea Grant Program readily
available to urban coastal zone planners and to provide more continuous input from local
planners in the research designs.

Set up in 1966 by federal law, the Sea Grant Program gives grants (up to 2/3 of the
total cost of the project) for research in marine related developments in utilizing and con-
serving marine resources to state land grant and other universities. Most of these institu-
tions are in the coastal area as are most resource conflicts. The grant application must
include an explanation on how the research is to be used. Often it is directly related to
information needed by state and local officials in dealing with the coastal zone. CZM
planners and local university personnel should be made aware of the program and encour-
age them to initiate projects needed to carry forward their coastal plans. The research
and technical information needed by local planners and administrators could be well pro-
vided by the sea grant programs.

Sea Grant is unequal in its effectiveness from state to state. In Delaware, which has
a total population of 500,000, three counties and a handful of cities, the Sea Grant faculty
at the College of Marine Resources, University of Delaware, serves on every state and
local board dealing with the coastal zone. In Louisiana, the Sea Grant faculty from several
disciplines at the University of Louisiana at Baton Rouge provided the leadership in pre-
paring the Werlands Prospectus.

Sea Grant is not the only program which is helpful to urban planners and adminis-

trators, but it has a legal mandate to carry on research, education and advisory programs
for the conservation and management of marine resources. This mandate is compatible
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with the needs of the Coastal Zone Management program and the relationship between
the two should be fostered and expanded.

(2) There should be a review of the curriculums of the urban planning schools and
an encouragement to include courses dealing with specific coastal zone problems, particu-
larly interdisciplinary courses designed to give the urban coastal planner a general under-
standing of the coastal ecosystem. Public administration courses, communications and
group dynamics courses should be encouraged for inclusion in the planning curriculums.

(3) Consideration should be given to providing grants to coastal universities to pro-
vide special training programs, seminars, and workshops designed to meet the needs of
local government planners and managers working on coastal management.

Sea Grant has helped develop a broad curriculum for universities. The University of
Rhode Island and Texas A&M are two of the schools offering a one-year masters program
in Marine Affairs. Course work covers marine ecology, law, economics, oceanography, and
fisheries. The course provides a good overview of the land and water problems in the
coastal area that is very valuable for planners and administrators who, lacking full scale
expertise, must make far reaching decisions.

This course, or a similar one, should be promoted in universities in coastal states,
with a concentration in those eleven states where more than 50% of the coastal population
is located. In areas where there is enocugh interest, the course should be redesigned as a
two-year course which suits the work schedules of planners and administrators particularly.

(4) Many scientistics and coastal resource experts have produced a great deal of
literature which would be of value to coastal planners, but there is not a general awareness
of these materials. An index of this literature should be up-dated and these information
services should be promoted to local planners and policy make:s.

{5) Urban planning curriculum must inctude information on water as well as land use
in an integrated format.

Principles and Practice of Urban Planning is a major volume on the administration of
local planning which was published in 1968 by the International City Managers Association.
Of its 607 numbered pages, the index lists references to water on only thirteen pages:

Ports and the city plan, 175-77

Water and Sewage systemns, 232-39
Waterfront subdivisions, regulation, 477
Waterways, freight traffic on, 164-67

This is indicative of the recent awakening to the need for planners and administrators to
deal with the coastal zone.



(6) The Office of Coastal Zone Management should collaborate with the American
Institute of Planners (AIP) and the American Society of Planning Officials (ASPO) to
draw up a mailing list of the state and regional planning associations and local planning
officials in the coastal states; communities who should get special mailings of coastal zone
information drawn from the experiences gained under the Section 305, 306 and 312
grants.

(7) The Office of Coastal Zone Management should promote coastal zone panels
or seminars at national and state planning association meetings.

(8) The Office of Coastal Zone Management should encourage articles by experts to
be published in the journals of the national planning associations as well as those of the
National Governors Conference, National i :ague of Cities/U.S. Conference of Mayors,
National Association of Counties and International City Managers Association.

{9) The Office of Coastal Zone Management should contact recognized urban planning
degree schools (list attached), especially the fifteen in coastal zone cities, and make them
aware of some of the Sea Grant programs which could be used to enrich their curricula.

(10) Contacts should be made with a university or a combination of public interest
groups to organize a major spring conference of urban planners to discuss the unique as-
pects of Coastal Zone Managecinent, particularly in urban areas.

{11) Local planners must discover direct methods of interacting with and influenc-
ing elected officials in their coastal zone management policy decisions.

(12) Local planning departments must begin to include interdisciplinary and water
resource planners on their staffs. Coordination with Public Works and Transportation
Departments concerned with coastal impact should be effectuated.
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CASE STUDY
NEW ORLEANS/ORLEANS PARISH/LOUISIANA

SITE DESCRIPTION

Fully one-third of the State of Louisiana is fertile delta of the Mississippi River.
Forty-five percent of the state consists of coastal and floodplain wetlands. Within that
ecologically vulnerable area is eighty percent of the population and eighty percent of its
manufacturing capability. Moreover, fifty percent of the state’s tax revenues are gener-
ated here. The coast along the Gulf of Mexico is about 397 miles.

Louisiana is a leading producer of oil and natural gas, with wells on and off-shore.
Its refineries produce chemicals and other petroleum products in great quantity. Farm-
ing and fishing are major parts of the economy. It ranked twentieth in population in
1970 with 3,643,000 people, an increase of 11.9 percent in that decade.

From the time of its French-colonial origins, the site of New Orleans was considered
ill-chosen because of its low swampy character. It is only five feet above sea leve!l. It has
two waterfronts: the Mississippi River with the largest port in the country; and Lake
Ponchartrain, heavily leveed to protect the city against the high waters that blow up in
hurricane force winds. It is surrounded by a very productive marsh-estuary system which
has a heavy influence on the total fish production in the northern gulf. Though the city
lies 100 miles up the Mississippi River from the Gulf of Mexico, its port has been the
second busiest in the United States since 1940,

LOCAL GOVERNMENT

New Orleans and the Parish of Orleans are coterminous jurisdictions. The consolidated
city-parish is governed by an elected mayor and seven councit members. It has had a home
rule charter which was adopted in 1954. The new constitution, effective in January 1975,
should expand home rule powers. The council has a revolving chairman which changes
every month.

Comprehensive land use planning and zoning within the city-parish is conducted by
the City Planning Department. Any significant land use decisions are first submitted to
the Planning Advisory Committee and are then referred to the Planning Commission.
Final recommendations go to the City Council, charged with the ultimate responsibility
for land use. However, this pattern i, somewhat altered in jurisdictional disputes on the
two waterfronts in the city. The extensive land fill on Lake Pontchartrain comes under
the authority of the Levee Board (planning, building and regulating). On the river, the
New Orleans Port Authority and the Levee Board have jurisdiction, except for zoning
and the use of environmental impact statements.



Currently under review is a draft of a coastal zone management plan prepared by
the City Planning Department. In it, federal, state and local services pertinent to the
water front are delineated. Land use is classified for preservation or development. The
city will present its plan to the state legislature in hopes that it will be incorporated into
any future state coastal zone plan.

The New Orleans Sewerage and Water Board is a semi-independent authority created
by the state legislature. It provides water, sewage treatment and drainage services to New
Orleans residents by districts. A mil! levy pays for sewer while water is directly billed to
the consumer. On the Sewerage and Water Board are two representatives of city govern-
ment (mayor and councilman} who are responsible for setting rates.

REGIONAL AGENCIES AND SPECIAL DISTRICTS
Regional Planning Commission

New Orleans is a member of the Regional Planning Commission for Jefferson, Orleans,
St. Bernard and St. Tammeny Parishes which was created by state enabling legislation.
There are 21 members of the commission including: chief executive and chairman of
each parish council, other public officials, citizens from each parish, and the regional high-
way director.

The main functien of the four-parish planning commission is to conduct regional
comprehensive planning involving housing, land use, open space and recreation, utilities
and urban design. They are the official A-95 clearinghouse under the regulations of the
Office of Management and Budget and have been designated by the governor to do trans-
portation planning for the region, and are funded by HUD and DOT.

The commision operates on a one man/one vote basis which gives New Orleans 25
percent of the decision making power even though it represents 54 percent of the regional
population, and pays dues on a population basis. The conflict is urban/suburban between
Orleans Parish and Jefferson, and urban/rural between Orleans and St. Bernard. Despite
one man/one vote, the other parishes feel that Orleans will always dominate. Orleans,
meanwhile feels ineffective.

Coterminous with federally established Economic Development Districts (EDD), the
regional planning commissions are also designated as sub-state planning districts.

Onrleans Parish Levee Board

The Levee Board of Orleans Parish was authorized under the Louisiana Constitution
in 1890. In matters concerning flood protection, its authority supercedes all tocal and
state authorities. The governor appoints the members of the levee boards and they serve
concurrently with his term in office. Those appointed usually have business and community



interests. Eight years ago, there was a constitutional change which allowed the mayor
and one city-parish councilman to serve on the Levee Board.

The Levee Board is charged with the control, maintenance and repair of all levees,
whether on river, lake, canal, or elsewhere in Orleans Parish. On the river, it can appro-
priate property at its assessed value. On the takefront, it can reclaim lake bottom for
development purposes.

Under its jurisdiction are 129 miles of levees and floodwalls, including 27 miles of
Mississippi River levees and 94 miles of inner levees within the city. A large landfill area
on Lake Pontchartrain, begun by the Levee Board in 1922, has become a major subdivi-
sion in the city and is totally under the jurisdiction (except for zoning) of the Levee Board.
Furthering its broad powers, the board has become a developer, a builder and administra-
tor of beaches, parks, an airport, a marina, bridges, a police force and lifeguard service.
Levee Board activities are supported by a 5% mill levy, oil royatlties, home sales and rentals
{from the landfill subdivision) resulting in an $8 million dollar budget.

New Orleans Port Authority

The Port of New Orleans was established by statutory acts of the state government
in 1896. It has jurisdiction in Orleans, Jefferson and St. Bernard parishes and responsibil-
ity for directing trade and commerce in the Harbor of New Orleans. Policy is set by the
Board of Commissioners of the Port of New Orleans who are appointed by the governor
following the suggestions of seven business and civic organizations in the three-parish
district.

One unique power the Port Authority has comes from the Napoleonic Code being
engaged in commerce, the Port Authe ity has first use of the banks and batture. The port
does not own the banks, but they have first access to them for trade and commerce. There-
fore, they do not lease wharves (that would be in conflict with the common good) but
they do give preferential assignments to consistent users on the premise that the berth
can be reassigned when it is not in use. The Authority could legitimately take over, with-
out compensation, any privately built dock or wharf within its own jurisdiction. Tradi-
tionally, if such private facilities are constructed with prior knowledge and consent of the
Port Authority, there would not be an attempt to take it over.

The Port Authority’s rights to the banks and batture runs inland to the first parallel
street behind the waterfront. The city owns the approaches, but its zoning ordinances
are powerless inside the port jurisdiction. Seaward from the low water mark, the river
bottom land is under state authority, but on the banks, the Port Authority supercedes
the state. It can be overruled by the Levee Board and the federal government.

The Port Authority has no taxing authority. !t has received $800,000 from the state
government, a pass-through share of the gas tax. For development capital, it floats bonds



backed by the state and in 1969, received a state grant of $30.5 million. The Port re-
ceives payment for services and is basically self-supporting, but thinks the federal govern-
ment should share part of the $100 million in customs that come through the Port of
New Orleans every year.

To fully exercise its mandate, the Port maintains a bookkeeping operation, its own
engineering department and an operations division. It has an eighty-man policy depart-
ment headed by a sheriff who enforces the civil and criminal ordinances the board is
authorized to pass. It also maintains two fireboats, Trade Development Regional Offices
in the United States and abroad, a Foreign Trade zone within their own jurisdiction and
the Rivergate Exhibition Trade Center in downtown New Orleans.

STATE GOVERNMENT AND LEGISLATION
State Government

Although the state Planning Office has been designated as the official coastal zone
management agency, the Louisiana Coastal Commission (LCC) suggested they were the
appropriate body to handle formation of a coastal zone program. The commission is
considered as a regional body, limited in authority to 12 parishes in the southwest part
of the state whose aims have been development through industrialization and the encour-
agement of better shipping and transportation. Opposition arose when the appointment
of the LCC was under consideration, and when the legislature failed to confirm the LCC
as the authorized coastal aone management agency, the governor appointed the state
Planning Office as the lead agency. They are actively pursuing the first year’s program.

In June 1974, the federal government made a coastal zone management planning
grant to Louisiana State Planning Office of $260,000. The state added its share of
$134,090 for a total of $394,090 for the first of the three-year project. The applica-
tion for CZM planning money was drawn up at the state level, by four agencies: the state
Planning Office, Wildlife and Fisheries Commission, Public Works, and the Sea Grant
program at Louisiana State University.

One of the problems with forming a coastal plan for the State of Louisiana has been
the diversity of state agencies and commissions involved in some facet of coastal manage-
ment. Under the new government reorganization, 250 agencies will be consolidated into
twenty major departments. The following six organizations are most prominently involved
in CZM. The Wildlife and Fisheries Commission reviews water quality and impacts on
fish and wildlife in the coastal zone. |t controls dredge and fill permits; assists with water
pollution control and advises governor on environmental impact matters. The Louisiana
Department of Public Works is responsible for water resource development, drainage and
flood control (levee boards), sponsors all waterway projects in the state. The Louisiana
State Land Office protects state land interests, issues recreation permits for navigable
waterways. The Louisiana State Mineral Board grants leases for minerals beneath state-



owned lands. The Louisiana Board of Health is responsible for sewage disposal and ad-
ministers parish health units across the state. It investigates health hazards in air and
water, and the water supply. The Louisiana Department of Conservation regulates oil

and gas activity.

One of the goals in the first year of CZM planning will be an identification of all
state agencies involved in the coastal zone and a proposal to give them all some unity
and direction.

Legislation

Louisiana has no major state legisiation concerning protection, conservation or
management of its coastal zone. Pertinent legislative actions follow:

The Advisory Commission Coastal and Marine Resources, 1971, required the Com-
mission to develop and distribute a CZM plan by September 15, 1973. 1t was to consider
socio-economic and legal factors, monitoring systems, transportation, power development,
waste management, recreation, land use and resource management and to recommend
appropriate state agencies to implement the plan.

The Louisiana Wetlands Prospectus was the document produced by the commission.
Since wetlands are the major part of the state’s coastal area, the study emphasized wet-
lands and recommended that a Coastal Resources Commission of 11 members (seven
special interest representatives, three state agency heads, one local jurisdiction represen-
tative) oversee the pragram. Long range planning would be taken over by the state
Planning Office. Actual management would be handled by an Office of Coastal Zone
Management set up in the Department of Fish and Wildlife and Development permits
would be administered by this office. (Alternative management offices might be Public
Works, State Land Use, Conservation Department, or local governments implementing
a state plan.) Long range research would be done by the state Sea Grant program at
Louisiana State University. A version of this proposal is under legislative consideration
as House Bill 496.

The coastal zone planning area suggested by the Louisiana Advisory Commission on
Coastal and Marine Resources is a tier, two parishes deep from any give body of tidal
water. That adds up to a tutal of 26 of Louisiana’s 64 parishes (10.3 million acres) and
includes New Orleans and Orleans Parish.



CASE STUDY
WILMINGTON/NEW CASTLE COUNTY/DELAWARE

SITE DESCRIPTION

Wilmington, Delaware, is 62 nautical miles from the Atlantic Ocean. There, the
Christina River flows into the Delaware River and forty miles downstream, the river
widens to become the Delaware Bay.

Wilmington and surrounding New Castle County make up the upper third of the
land area of Delaware. Through the state run the main highways and railways of the East
Coast megalopolis, giving Wilmington easy access to New York, Philadelphia and Wash-
ington, D. C. The low rolling hills of the Piedmont Plateau run across the top of New
Castle County and into the flat coastal plain where the other two counties, Kent and
Sussex lie on fertile farmliand edged by beaches, bays and marshland.

Manufacturing provides 42 percent of the income in Delaware, with petroleum re-
fineries in the northern part of the state producing the major products: chemicals and
related items. The plains of the southern counties are heavily agricultural, with an ever
growing recreation industry centered mainly on the 29-mile ocean shoreline. As a whole,
the shoreland is littie developed. Both the federal and state governments hold substantial
acreage on wildlife refuges throughout the state, much of which is located in the coastal
area.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT

Although the population of New Castle County is 385,856, it comprises seventy
percent of the population of the State of Delaware. The state capital, Dover, and the
largest city in the state, Wilmington, are located in the county. The jurisdictions are
part of a tri-state SMSA which includes New Castle County, Delaware; Salem County,
New Jersey; and Cecil County, Maryland. Between 1960 and 1970, the growth rate of
the area was more than twenty percent, in contrast with a central city decline of 16
percent. The length of the coast of New Castle County is 43 miles, including Wilmington
which owns five miles, three of which are occupied by the port.

New Castle County is a charter county governed by an elected county executive and
a seven-member council. The county planning department has land use planning and zon-
ing authority over all unincorporated areas. Although, the seven towns in the county have
full planning and zoning authority within their own jurisdictions, they frequently enter
into contract arrangements with the county in areas where they lack expertise.



The county comprehensive plan has been at odds with the City of Wilmington's
plans for an urban corridor in the county with a regiona! shopping center slated to be
built on the city’s edge. Wilmington believed this proximate location would be destruc-
tive to its own efforts to rebuild downtown, and the county cancelled the plan.

The county and the state plans conflict also. Of the 78 companies having major
impact on the state, 76 are in New Castle County and have undeveloped land holdings
in the coastal zone. Within the plan is the inclusion of such industrial development as
could occur without undue environmenta! impact, but the strong state law prohibits
any industrial development on the coast.

A critical water problem exists in New Castle County. The state Public Service Com-
mission holds the authority over all county water service (Wilmington and Newark have
separate services) and franchises its distribution to two independent companies. The coun-
ty can suggest new areas of service, but it has no authority to regulate water or sewage
service. Each year, individual users are billed for water and sewer. Sewage disposal is
handled under a contract with Wilmington's large treatment plant, located in the port
vicinity. The county reciprocates by allowing the city to use the adjoining land fil} for
solid waste disposal.

The county Water and Sewer Management Office has received the first Section 208
water resources planning grant in the county, amounting to $1.5 million. The study is
geared to protect and improve water quality, to look into waste water management, salt
water intrusion, and the adequacy of sewage facilities for five and twenty years hence in
light of projected industrial growth.

The City of Wilmington declined in population by 16 percent between 1960 and
1970 losing many citizens to surburban New Castle County. Delaware’s largest city is
governed by a mayor and council. The position of chief administrative officer was created
by council ordinance.

Planning for the city is handled through the city Department of Planning and Devel-
opment and the seven-man Planning Commission subject to the approval of the mayor
and City Council. The Zoning Board of Adjustments reviews rezoning requests and makes
recommendations to the Planning Board.

Unlike the county, Witmington has an adequate water supply from the Brandywine
and Christina Rivers. The city Water Department distributes this in the city and part of

New Castle County. The Sewage Disposal Division of the Public Works Department treats
city and county waste alike.

Management of the coastal zone area falls mostly to the state under the authorities
given it in the Environmental Protection Act. The city is represented in the state advisory
boards concerning air and water pollution. The city believes it has nothing of ecological



value to protect and that the coast is already too developed to receive any benefits from
being considered part of the coastal zone. One vulnerable area, the Port of Wilmington,
is exempt from the industrial development restrictions in the state Coastal Zone Act.

REGIONAL AGENCIES AND SPECIAL DISTRICTS
Wilmington Metropolitan Area Planning Council (WILMAPCO)

The regional planning body for the Wilmington SMSA which includes New Castle
County; Cecil County, Maryland; and Salem County, New Jersey is known as WILMAPCO.
Each of these members sends one county official and one official representing the munic-
ipalities in that jurisdiction. Wilmington has its own representative. The seven member
board operates on a one man/one vote basis. WILMAPCO is supported by a per capita
assessment of its member jurisdictions and through federal grants. The major sources are
701 funds from HUD; UMTA: and FHA pass-throughs from the state. WILMAPCO is an
A-95 clearinghouse and comments on all applications for federal assistance filed by local
jurisdictions.

Delaware River Basin Commission

Like many other river basin commissions, this agency is an interstate-federal com-
pact which was created through the agreement of several governors. The states who are
members are Delaware, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, New York. Since 1961, it has exercised
broad powers on conservation, control, use and management of water in the Delaware
River watershed and must approve all projects affecting water resources.

Metropolitan Philadelphia Air Quality Control Region

Established in 1968 for evaluation, planning and coordination of air pollution con-
trol, the region includes Bucks, Chester, Delaware and Montgomery and Philadelphia
Counties in Pennsylvania; the Counties of Burlington, Camden, Gloucester, Mercer and
Salem in New Jersey and New Castle County in Delaware. EPA approves each unit’s air
quality plan before granting federal assistance. In Delaware, the Department of Natural
Resources and Environmental Control makes recommendations on local plans which are
passed on the EPA.

Port Authority

The Port of Wilmington is a part of the Department of Commerce of the city. It
operates wharves, docks, and warehouses and leases land to a number of suppliers and
industrial processors. The Port Authority is entirely self-supporting through the rental
of space and various wharfage and dockage fees. Foreign cars are the most visible incom-
ing cargo.



The Delaware River and Bay require constant dredging to keep the forty foot ship-
ping channel clear, and that is hardiy deep enough for the new heavy cargo ships. Itisin
cooperation with the local government that the Corps has used Cherry Island, a wetland
island in the harbor area, as a recipient for dredged material. The island is zoned indus-
trial. The major building on it now is the sewage treatment plant.

STATE GOVERNMENT AND LEGISLATION
State Government

The authorized recipient of federal coastal zone planning grant is the state Planning
Office. The office, which is directly responsible to the governor, will handle the major
coastal planning activities in its Coastal Zone Management program. InJune, 1974, the
federal government made a grant of $166,666 to Delaware to plan the management of
the coastal zone. The state share of $83,334 made a total of $250,000 to conduct the
first of a three-year planning program. The other major state agency participating in the
program is the Department of Natural Resources and Environmental Control, which has
the primary responsibility for managing fand and water resources. The Department in-
cludes the: Division of Parks and Recreation; Division of Fish and Wildlife; Division of
Environmental Control; and Division of Soil and Water Conservation. Although the state
Planning Office fully expects to control both the program and funds provided by the
federal coastal zone grant, the Department of Natural Resources and Environmental
Control feels it has a vested interest in the planning as the probable implementers of the
program as well.

A third participant, the Coastal Zone Management Committee was formed by the
governor in January of 1974. It consists of 23 representatives from government agencies,
local jurisdictions, and universities to act as advisors to the state Planning Office and pro-
vide a forum to coordinate development of goals and resolution of conflicts. The com-
mittee has no funding and is loosely organized, but has been given official status by execu-
tive order of the governor.

The University of Delaware College of Marine Studies has been named a major par-
ticipant through its sea grant program. |t does research in the coastal zone and members
of the staff serve on local and state boards dealing with many aspects of coastal zone
planning and management.

Legisiation

In 1971, the Delaware General Assembly passed the Delaware Coastal Zone Act.
It was the strongest piece of coastal zone legislation passed by any state. |t bars develop-
ment of all heavy industry as well as post and dock facilities within two miles of the
Delaware coastline. Any manufacturing uses or expansion of existing facilities are con-
trolled by permits granted by the state Planning Office. (Recently, there have been



efforts initiated by city, county and business to have the law repealed in favor of a less
stringent regulation which would consider each development proposal separately. Both
Wiimington and New Castle County are development oriented and feel that the state per-
mit system impinges upon local planning, zoning and growth policies.)

The Governor's Task Force on Marine and Coastal Affairs described the Delaware
coastal zone as including the Atlantic Ocean, the Little Bays, the C&D Canal, the Dela-
ware River and Bay; and those lands and wetlands which are affected by their proximity
to those waters. Seaward, the zone goes to the low water mark on the New Jersey shore
in the northern part of the state; to the middie of the Bay and to the three mile limit on
the Atlantic Coast. Landward, it includes an area at or below ten feet above the mean
sea level. However, the 1971 Coasta! Zone Act set up a series of state maintained roads
along the coasts as the coastal zone limits. These roads approximate the primary zone
described by the Task Force.

The Beach Preservation Act of 1972 was passed to prevent the distruction of the
dunes. It established a protection zone of 1,000 feet from the high water line or from
the nearest road. 1t also established an erosion protection program. Both sections are
under the authority of the Department of Natural Resources. Only recently have the
necessary regulations been adopted, making the statute enforceable,

The Wetlands Act of 1973 prohibits dredging or filling the wetlands. Other proposed
uses must be cleared by permit within the Department of Natura! Resources.

The Environmental Protection Act of 1973 is considered to be the first comprehen-
sive measure in the legislation affecting the coastal zone, one destined to be a major tool
in coastal zone management. It closes the loopholes in the many and various pieces of
legislation passed before the state government reorganization in 1971 when there were
half a dozen different agencies dealing with environmental matters. |t established penalty
provisions and clarified duties and powers of the Division of Environmental Control.



CASE STUDY
DETROIT/WAYNE COUNTY/MICHIGAN

SITE DESCRIPTION

The State of Michigan lies on two peninsulas surrounded by four of the five Great
Lakes. It has the longest coastline of any inland state, 2,232 miles of mainland and island
shore, much of which is subject to erosion and serious flooding when the lakes are at
their high level. There are permanent and recreational residences on nearly a third of
the shore. Forests cover nearly half the coast while farms and open space occupy the
remainder. Only five percent of the coastal area is used for commercial, industrial or
public facilities.

Detroit and Wayne County are located on the southeast shore of Michigan, a short
distance north of the Ohio State line. The sixty miles of shoreline in this highly urban-
ized and industrialized strip include waters of Lake St. Clair, the Detroit River, and Lake
Erie. These bodies form the waterway which separates Michigan from Ontario, Canada.
It is also the waterway that connects the upper lakes of Michigan, Superior and Huron
to the lower lakes of Erie and Ontario, making it an important thoroughfare for national
and international shipping and transportation on the Great Lakes.

Although Detroit has completed a $100 million convention center by the river and is
in the process of building a $500 million complex of office high-rises and residential
buildings on the bank, there has been little awareness of the problems or advantages of
the city’s river frontage. In the near future, city and county planning departments will
undertake a riverfront study in cooperation with the state.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT

Detroit, with a population of 1,611,482, is the fifth largest city in the United States.
Although it has been a major shipping, shipbuilding and automotive manufacturing cen-
ter since the mid-nineteenth century, it lost nearly ten percent of its population to the
suburban jurisdictions and Wayne County in the decade between 1960 and 1970. The
city has experienced high racial tensions and has an unemployment rate of 12 percent,
well over concurrent national figures.

Detroit is a home rule city governed by an elected mayor and nine council members.
It has the usual municipal authorities, but is restricted in its powers of taxation by state
statute. For instance, it may not institute a sales tax and it may not tax personal income
of residents by more than two percent. To aggravate the situation, the city is at the limit
of its taxing powers and is hard pressed to stay within its budget of $750 million.



Under a new city reorganization charter, effective July 1, 1974, a City Planning
Department was created and given many powers previously delegated to the City Plan-
ning Commission. The Planning Commission will continue to consider new zoning and
make recommendations to the City Council based on staff work by the Community and
Economic Development Department and the Planning Department. The Zoning Board
hears requests for rezoning. The city is in the process of updating its 1950 master plan.

Water and sewer services are provided to Detroit citizens by the Detroit Metropolitan
Water and Sewage Board. Charter authorized, the board is composed of seven members
appointed by the mayor and council. The board sets user fees for the 86 communities
to which it sells water and for the 35 communities which use Metro sewage treatment
facilities. It is exempt from Michigan state rate controls. Detroit is the largest of the
43 incorporated jurisdictions within Wayne County. Of the 2,670,000 county residents,
57 percent live within the city limits of Detroit.

Like other Michigan counties, Wayne is an administrative unit of state government
with no home rule powers. It does not even act as a county-wide regional authority or
clearinghouse for its 43 jurisdictions. Each of the localities is empowered to plan and
zone its own land without any deference to county planning and land use concerns.

Wayne County is both governed by a 27-member Board of County Commissioners,
elected from districts. Unwieldy in size, the Board’s effectiveness is further hampered
by the ill-defined mixture of both legislative and executive/administrative functions.

The chairman of the board is elected by the board members and has no veto authority
over legislative decisions. Assisting both the chairman and the board, is an administrator,
bearing the title of director of administration, but the role does not approximate that of
city manager of county administrator. Some administrative responsibilities are, by state
statute, assigned to other elected or appointed county officials, such as the: Road Com-
missioner (appointed by the board); Planning Commissioner (appointed) and Drainage
Commissioner (elected).

County planning and zoning is a classic case. Each of the 43 local jurisdictions in
Wayne County may have a local planning commission. The Wayne County Planning
Commission has 11 members, appointed by the Board of Commissioners. Responsible
for reviewing plans and zoning changes for the unincorporated areas and townships
{developed by the county planning staff}, the commission has no veto power over local
plans. Small cities sometimes volunteer their plans for review but there is no require-
ment to this effect. Based on the plans of the loca jurisdictions, the county planning
department, draws up a county master plan, but it is not empowered to enforce it in
any way.

Because the Wayne County Planning Director has good relations with the state Water
Development Services Division, the county (in addition to the Southeastern Michigan
Council of Governments) has been offered a $10,000 planning grant to develop local
coastal zone goals.



It is the county that will take the lead in a $100,000 state-county-city study of the
urbanized Wayne County riverfront. Originally conceived as a port study, it has been ex-
panded into a riverfront development study, involving economic alternatives, physical
objectives, and land use. The Planning Department of the City of Detroit is included in
the five-member steering committee which will oversee the study.

REGIONAL AGENCIES AND SPECIAL DISTRICTS
Southeast Michigan Council of Governments (SEMCOG)

SEMCOG is the outgrowth of the state Transportation and Land Use Agency, set
up to comply with requirements of the Federal Highway Act. In 1968, it broadened
its scope and began doing regional planning authorized under the Regional Planning Com-
missions Act of 1945. In 1973, it was declared an official A-95 agency by the governor.
SEMCOG represents seven counties: Wayne, Oakland, Macomb, Livingston, Washtenaw,
St. Clair, and Monroe. It claims to represent 90 percent of the population of that area
and includes on its General Assembly elected officials from 96 communities {(one-third
of Wayne County's 43 jurisdictions are members).

In SEMCOG’s General Assembly, there is one vote for one government. But the
vote in the Executive Committee is weighted, based on participation in the financial
structure. The seven counties guarantee SEMCOG's budget and there is also financial
support from federal and state sources.

SEMCOG offered to assist the state in their application for CZM planning grant, but
their offer was not taken. The working relationship between the regional organization
and the Department of Natural Resources is strained. DNR, in passing some of the CZM
funds through to coastal regional planning agencies, offered $15,000 to SEMCOG and
$10,000 to Wayne County. SEMCOG rejected the $15,000 on the grounds that they
could not do any meaningful work with that sum.

Southeast Michigan Transportation Agency (SEMTA)

SEMTA is the region’s public transportation operating authority. When the state
put a two cent tax on gasoline, one-half cent was marked for SEMTA. It operates
in six of the seven counties which also are members of SEMCOG, and is authorized to
deal with any transportation except private cars. The governor appoints four of the
governing board and SEMCOG appoints eight and reviews the budget. SEMCOG has
also worked with SEMTA in developing the regional plan called Transportation 1990,
integrating highway services with public transit.

Huron-Clinton Metropolitan Authority

Encompassing five of the seven SEMCOG counties enclosed by the Huron-Clinton
Rivers is this state-authorized authority. Initated in the early 1930's, Huron-Clinton



has created a series of metropolitan parks. It has taxing authority in all five counties.
Detroit pays over fifty percent of the authority’s revenues and has recently complained
that the parks are not within the access of the people of Detroit, and would like Clinton-
Huron to take over the 10,000 acre park of Belle Isle in the middle of the Detroit River,
operated by the Detroit Recreation Department. Detroit has the option to withhold
their contribution to Huron-Clinton's budget quarterly but so far they have not used
this prerogative.

STATE GOVERNMENT AND LEGISLATION
State Government

In June, 1974, the State of Michigan received a federal coastal zone planning grant
totalling $534,447. Of that amount, the state provided $203,961. An umbrella environ-
mental agency, the Department of Natural Resources was elected to be the grant recipient.
The Water Development Services Division, one of ten operating divisions, will administer
the federal coastal zone planning activities and coordinate efforts already authorized by
the Shoreline Management and Protection Act. Within that division, its Shorelines Man-
agement and Water Resources Planning Section will handle the day-to-day activities. The
Water Development Services Division is responsible to an appointed seven-member Water
Resources Commission and one of two Deputy Directors within the Department of
Natural Resources. Further, the Division responds to a seven-member Environmental
and Natural Resources Commission which intervenes between the governor and the Direc-
tor of the Department of Natural Resources.

Every aspect of land and water management is housed within the umbrella depart-
ment. Nine other divisions: Lands, Geological Survey; Hydrological Survey; Water
Development; Water Quality Control; Fish; Parks; Forest and Wildlife; make the coor-
dination of the coastal zone planning activities fairly easy at the state agency level.

During the first year of the federally funded program, Michigan intends to collect
existing information on land and water use and shoreland ownership. Additional data
necessary to a management program and to implementing the statutory requirements of
the Shoreland Protection and Management Act will also be sought. Plans are underway
to design a retrieval system.

One-third of the federal grant (about $100,000) will be passed along to the ten
regional planning agencies which have coastal zone borders. They will assist localities
in the preparation of goals and objectives and the identification of statutes and regula-
tions which pertain to coastal zone management.

Because of alleged long standing difficulties between the.Michigan Department of Nat-
ural Resources and the Southeastern Michigan Council of Governments, the designated pass
through of federal planning funds was reduced from $25,000 to $15,000. In lieu of the full



Wayne County Planning Commission received $10,000 to develop local coastal goals.
During the second year, the organizational structure will be developed. It is expected
that management functions will be distributed to state, regional and local government
entities. A draft of the management program shouid be presented for review in mid-

1975.

As a result of the spring floods of 1972 and 1973, 33 Michigan counties prepared
flood plain plans to qualify for HUD flood insurance funds. in doing this, local govern-
ments dealt with some of the same problems of land use regulation presented in the
Michigan Shorelands and Management Act and in the federal Coastal Zone Management
Act. They had to adopt land use controls in flood plain areas, using such regulatory
tools as building permits and subdivision regulations. The Department of Natural
Resources was responsible for assuring adoption of standard criteria for the development
of the local flood plain ordinances.

State Legislation

The Michigan Shorelands Protection and Management Act of 1970 addresses “‘the
land, water and submerged lands in close proximity to the shoreline of a Great Lake or
a connecting waterway.”” The Shorelands Protection and Management Act instructed
the Water Resources Commission of the Department of Natural Resources to prepare a
plan for the preservation and protection of Michigan’s shorelands. The plan was reviewed
by the public, accepted by the Natural Resources Commission and presented to the gov-
ernor and legislature in 1973. It required identification of high risk erosion areas anda
special environmental areas based on three basic principals: (1) only those activities
and facilities requiring shoreland locations should be built on shoreland locations; (2)
permissible developments should harmonize with limits of shorefand ecosystems; and
{3} public policy should foster acquisition of shoreland environmental areas.

Local jurisdictions were notified of their authority to regulate or rezone these areas
by April, 1974. (In Michigan, the smallest governmental unit — city, village, township —
has the greatest zoning power. The county can zone only unincorporated or unplatted
areas.)] When the July, 1974 deadline came, several local ordinances had been submitted
to the Water Resources Commission for approval, but the bulk of the 300 jurisdictions
did not deal with the problem. The deadline has been extended until July, 1975.

Two other pieces of coastal legislation, a wetlands protection bill and a sand dunes
protection bill, were introduced and defeated in the past session of the legislature. There
is a likelihood that they will be introduced in the next session with a greater chance of
passing.



CASE STUDY
PORTLAND/CUMBERLAND COUNTY/MAINE

SITE DESCRIPTION

Maine's coast is 4,052 miles long, stretching from Canada in the north to New Hamp-
shire in the south. The coastline is highly irregular with many inlets and bays, the largest
of which is Penobscot Bay. Three major rivers, the Androscogin, Kennebec and Penobscot
form the major watersheds in the state and flow into the Atlantic Ocean.

Portland lies just to the north of Maine’s Down East Region, fifty miles from the
New Hampshire border. The city is built an the low-lying, gently sloping hills around
Casco Bay. lts rocky coast turns into sandy beaches in the southwest. Portland is bor-
dered on the north and west by the Presumpscot River and on the south by the Strand-
water and Fore Rivers. The downtown areas of the city are undergoing renovation and
reconstruction as part of an overall city beautification project. Occupying much of the
city’s coastal area, the port is a deepwater, ice filled, land-locked harbor three and a half
miles from the Atlantic Ocean. Surrounding its county seat of Portland is Cumberland
County. Slightly more than 80 percent of the county population of 192,528 reside in
Portland, the remainder of which live in small municipalities or live throughout the rural
unincorporated farmland of the county.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT

Portland is the largest city in Maine and has a population of 123,119, growing by
only two percent between 1960 and 1970. The chief executive of the city is the man-
ager, responsible to the mayor and council. As is the case in many council-manager
cities, the mayor is one of the City Council members and has no extra authority. There
are nine council members elected at large, six representing city districts and three repre-
sending all constituents.

Maine’s home rule taws for municipalities provide for strong local planning offices
and Portland is no exception. The Portland City Planning Office is under control of the
city manager, reporting directly to him. A five-member Planning Board, appointed by
the City Council, must review all plans developed by city staff. City and state staff have
enjoyed a close working relationship in the development of plans and ordinances required
by the Mandatory Shoreline Zoning and Subdivision Control Act. Zoning plans or changes
must be initiated by the Planning Board through a public hearing. A second public hear-
ing during a City Council meeting is then held. The council approves zoning plans. The
city is responsible for comprehensive land use planning, zoning and water supply.



Maine counties have limited responsibilities. They neither perform land use plan-
ning or regulatory functions, and thereby do not play a role in Maine's coastal zone man-
agement program. Planning, zoning and reguiation of unincorporated land areas is left
to the Maine Land Use Regulation Commission. The Cumberland County Board of Com-
missioners administer social service and welfare programs benefitting the county residents
who live in 26 municipalities including Portland. The three-man commission relies on the
Portland Water District for the provision of water and sewer facilities to its residents.

REGIONAL GOVERNMENT AND SPECIAL DISTRICTS
Portland Water District

The Portland Water District supplies the City of Portland and eight surrounding mu-
nicipalities with potable water. The nine-man Board of Trustees is elected by the munic-
ipalities. In the next year the Portland Water District will assume responsibility for sewage
treatment for its members. It will provide the treatment plants and interceptors; the mu-
nicipalities will provide collection services and billing. Sewage is currently dumped into
Casco Bay with no treatment. All activities of the Water District are supported through
local taxes.

Greater Portland Council of Governments (GPCOG)

The Greater Portland Council of Governments (GPCOG) was created by state statute
in 1968. Its 17 member-municipalities are: Cape Elizabeth, Casco, Cumberland, Falmouth,
Gorham, Gray, Naples, North Yarmouth, Portland, Scarborough, South Portland, West-
brook, Windham, Yarmouth, Freeport, Pownal, and Sebago as well as Cumberland County.
State and federal (701 and DOT) funds in addition to membership fees provide the finan-
cial base of the Portland COG.

Under provisions of OMB Circular A-95, GPCOG functions as a Metropolitan Clear-
inghouse, reviewing local requests for federal funding. In addition, it provides an area-
wide review of six types of applications to the Maine Department of Environmental Pro-
tection (Waste Dishcarge Licensing; Mining Reclamation; Site Location Review; Great
Ponds Act; Wetlands Act; and Minimum Lot Size Review). Maine statutes require all
state agencies to submit plans and programs to area-wide planning agencies for review;
these review procedures parallel the A-95 procedures.

GPCOG is currently developing and constructing a baling and landfill solid waste
disposal system to be operational in the fall of 1875. Ten member municipalities, of
which Portland is one, are sharing the costs of construction.

In conjunction with three nonmember municipalities, GPCOG is applying for an
EPA Section 208 Water Pollution Control grant for comprehensive waste treatment man-
agement. They will try to coordinate the 208 program with past water poliution control
studies and the existing and future shoreline zoning and coastal zone management programs.



Port Authority

In 1972 during a governmental reorganization, the Maine Port Authority was split
into two separate agencies. The Port Authority handles only fund raising for certain
ports which request financial or technical assistance. Remaining is the Bureau of Water-
ways, now a part of the State Department of Transportation. The bureau is responsible
for water-borne commerce in the entire state but has no legal authority anywhere in the
state except for the 20 acre area owned by the bureau in Portland known as the Maine
State Pier. |t provides for the building of public wharves and the establishment of ade-
quate port facilities throughout the state.

STATE GOVERNMENT AND LEGISLATION
State Government

Within the Office of the Gavernor is the Maine State Planning Office (SPO). The
director is appointed by the governor and is directly responsible to him. The SPO reviews
and comments on all local planning and development programs. It further acts as a clear-
inghouse for all state agency proposed plans, projects, developments and construction in
the coastal zone. The state provides no funds and little technical assistance to municipal-
ities to help in this planning.

In 1970 because the state legislature passed two significant laws affecting coastal
wetlands, the State Planning Office was designated as a clearinghouse for coastal develop-
ments. To meet these responsibilities, a Coastal Planning Group was to be the chief unit
to coordinate wetlands and land use legislation. The SPQ plans to reorganize Maine’s
counties into eight planning and development districts, six of them coterminous with
current regional planning organizations boundaries. The GPCOG would be coterminous
with the proposed Cumberland District although it would not include all municipalities
within Cumberland County. Coastal planning, now handled by municipalities and the
SPO would become a responsibility of the new planning and development districts.

Legislation

in 1971, the Maine legislature passed three major laws affecting the coastal zone.
The Mandatory Shorefand Zoning and Subdivision Control Act requires strict local
zoning ordinances for all land within 250 feet of the normal high water mark of any
pond, river or salt water body. Prior to July, 1973, municipalities were required to
appoint an official body with responsibility for preparing the zoning ordinances. By
July, 1974, they were to prepare a comprehensive plan for the municipality, to notify
the SPO so that the plan might be approved and to adopt zoning ordinances to protect
the shorelands and wildlife. In the fifty municipalities failing to meet the July, 1974
deadline, the SPO imposed a total moratorim on all development and construction to



be lifted when those municipalities adopted zoning ordinances. Portland’s zoning ordi-
nances were approved in July, 1974,

The Site Location Act of 1971 requires builders to obtain a building permit from
the state as well as the municipality for two types of building construction: (1) Subdivi-
sions, such as apratments, housing communities, educational institutions, and hospitals,
of two or more buildings and clusters of buildings occupying a land of water area in
excess of twenty acres; or (2) Single buildings with a ground area greater than 60,000
square feet.

Permits are granted only if the developer has the financial and technical ability to
meet state air and water poliution control laws; has made adequate provision for traffic
flow in the development area; has planned for protecting existing uses and scenic char-
acter of the natural environment; and has selected a location with soil type suitable for
the development.

The Coastal Wetlands Act of 1971 prohibits any alteration of wetlands without a
permit from the state.

In March, 1974, the Maine State Planning Office received a planning grant totalling
$345,000 (of which the state share was $115,000). Funds will be used to inventory the
state’s coastal resources, to develop legislation and local controls and to prepare and
implement a coordinated management program. The Coastal Planning Group (CPG) of
the SPO is developing a resource atlas and a capability analysis of the coast. They will
prepare twelve resource and land capability maps for each of the eleven coastal planning
areas. The maps will cover such things as: bedrock geology, surficial geology, soils,
slopes, watersheds, water classification, land use, facilities, wildlife, and marine resources.

For the purposes of developing a coastal management plan, the Maine State Planning
Office {SPO) has defined the coastal regulatory area as a ten mile strip along all tidal
waters on the coast. The regulatory area goes upriver as far as Augusta and Bangor. In-
land, the width of the coastal area is one tow deep along all tidal waters and seaward, it
extends 26 miles to the outermost island. The coastal planning area is larger than the
regulatory area and encompasses all minor watersheds along the coast.



CASE STUDY ‘
CLEARWATER-ST. PETERSBURG/PINELLAS COUNTY/FLORIDA

SITE DESCRIPTION

Pinellas County, Florida, comprises roughly half of the Tampa-St. Petersburg metro-
politan area, the largest Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area on the west coast of
Florida. The county, with a 522,329 population in 1970, is a large, densely populated
peninsula bounded on the west by the Gulf of Mexico, on the east by Tampa Bay and
Old Tampa Bay, and on the south by the concourse of the Bay and Gulf. A long series
of barrier islands off the west coast of the mainland are heavily developed for tourist
purposes.

The Pinellas County peninsula ranges from a width of approximately five to fifteen
miles wide with a “high’ central ridge running north and south approximately three miles
wide. The ridge slopes off to the coastal area much of which is below the seven-foot line.
Low-lying areas are subject to extensive flooding from tropical storms and hurricanes.

Use and ownership of the coastal area in Pinellas County has not been articulated
but the Tampa Bay Regional Planning Council estimates that 65 percent of the coastal
land in the entire Tampa Bay region is already developed and 93 percent of the coast-
line is in private ownership. Pinellas County is primarily developed for residential use.
It has little industry, but does have some agricultural development, mostly citrus, in the
northern part of the county.

St. Petersburg at the southern end of the peninsula, with a 1970 population of
216,232 is the third largest city in the state. |t has been a major attraction for senior
citizens. Clearwater (population 52,074} is somewhat more tourist-oriented and is the
county seat. Pinellas County contains 24 municipalities, 19 of which are either on the
gulf or bay-side. Twenty-six percent of the population lives outside of the boundaries
of any municipality in the unincorporated area. Water-oriented recreation activities and
the amenities associated with abundant water scapes make Pinellas County attractive for
both year-round and second home dwellers as well as for tourists.

LLOCAL GOVERNMENT

Typical of most other Florida counties, Pinellas County is unchartered and func-
tions as a subdivision of state government. Governed by a five-member Board of Com-
missioners, it relies on a county administrator {authorized by a special act of the legisla-
ture in 1963) to carry out policy decisions. The cities of St. Petersburg and Clearwater
also have council-manager forms. Both city and county officials are elected in non-partisan
races and by virtue of several county-wide authorities, work cooperatively together.



Counties in Florida exercise governmental control for ““municipal”’ purposes only
in the unincorporated areas except through special acts of the legislature given them
home-rule powers. Pinellas has gone this route to “metropolitanize’” a number of func-
tions.

Florida's elaborate permitting system generally provides that dredge and fill per-
mits be issued by each level of government: city, county, state and federal. However,
Pinellas County through a special act of the legislature established the Pinellas County
Water and Navigation Control authority which has the sole authority within the County
for establishing the bulkhead line and issuing the dredge and fill permits.

In addition to the county-wide Water and Navigation Authority, Pinellas County
has an unusual county-wide planning operation. Through state enabling legislation, the
Pinellas County Planning Council was created with county-wide jurisdiction. This coun-
¢il is the principal mechanism for cooperative efforts between city and county officials.
Recently, a land use plan was prepared and when it had been approved by 75 percent of
the 24 municipalities, became effective. Cities retain the power to plan and zone within
their boundaries within the limits established by the comprehensive land use plan. Any
variations from that plan must be approved by the council. The coastal zone is not a
discrete component of the plan but obviously is an integral part.

Pinellas County also has a county-wide tree ordinance which has special relevance
to the coastal zone because it prohibits alteration of the mangrove areas without approvat

of the county commission. An Aquatic Preserve Act governs all of the submerged lands
in the county.

With the exception of these important authorities of Pinellas County as noted above,
management of other activities impacting on the coastal zone is fragmented. Most of the
coastal zone lies within the various municipalities. 1f the relatively sophisticated admin-
istrators of the larger cities do not think in terms of coastal management, it is unlikely
that the officials of the smaller cities will do so. There is, however, some concern expressed
by the administrators of St. Petersburg and Clearwater about lowering the density along
the shoreline and both cities are preparing revisions of their zoning ordinances to accom-
plish this. Clearwater had even geen giving a bonus (in the growth-is-great era) for devel-
opers who would build along the shore.

REGIONAL GOVERNMENT AND SPECIAL DISTRICTS
Tampa Bay Regional Planning Council (TBRPC)

Mandated by the Comprehensive Planning Act of 1972, a four-county area around
Tampa Bay was designated to serve as a state planning and development district. Prior
to that time, regional planning councils were organized in some areas of Florida under a
statute authorizing voluntary memberships among constituent counties.



The TBRPC includes Pinellas, Hillsborough, Pasco and Manatee Counties and eight
cities, including St. Petersburg, Clearwater and Tampa. In addition to regional land use
and transportation planning, RPQ’s in Florida have responsibility under the Land and
Water Management Act to review developments of regional impact (DRI). They are the
official A-95 agencies for their constituent {ocal governments federal aid applications.

Financial support of TBRPC comes from the federal government {(HUD and DOT),
state government, and the 12 local governments (on a per capita basis) which are mem-
bers. Both elected and appointed officials serve on the policy making board which ap-
proves regional comprehensive plans.

Regional planning councils have no power of implementation in Florida other than
their power of appeal to the state cabinet on the DRI process. Water management dis-
trict boards, on the other hand, not only have the responsibility of planning for the use
and preservation of the water supply but they regulate the use of water by the local gov-
ernments within the district.

Southwest Florida Water Management District (SWFWMD)

Organized in 1961 as a flood control district, the 15-county area is now one of the
five state water management districts created by the Florida Water Management Act of
1972. It is authorized to exercise complete control over both surface and ground water

and does long range planning to assure that the state’s water resources will be utilized
wisely.

The geographic boundaries of SWFWMD include all or parts of six planning districts.
Although the interrelationship between land and water planning is fairly obvious, the pre-
cise relationship in the field of planning between planning councils and water management
districts has not been clearly identified and remains a point of some controversy in Florida.

Not only is the relationship between the regional planning councils and the water
management districts an unresolved matter, but the role of the RPQ’s with respect to

both the Division of State Planning and the Coastal Coordinating Council is a matter of
current concern.

Port Authority

Pinellas County does not have its own Port Authority although there is special leg-
istation providing for one. The Tampa Bay Port Authority controls the deep water port

on the mainland side of the bay. Pinellas County is not represented by membership in
this agency.



STATE GOVERNMENT AND LEGISLATION
State Government

In spite of an estimated 11,000 miles of coastland comprising some of the most
beautiful and fragile aquatic systems in the country, Florida does not have legislation
requiring a coastal zone plan. Nor is there at this time a state land use plan.

In 1970, the Florida legislature created the Coastal Coordinating Council (CCC) to
““develop a comprehensive state plan for the protection, development, and zoning of the
coastal zone . .. " Located within the state Department of Natural Resources, the coun-
cil is chaired by the department director. The council includes the Directors of the De-
partment of Pollution Control, Department of Administration and the internal Improve-
ment Fund Board (the Florida cabinet). Itemploys a small staff headed by a director
who reports to the Director of the Department of Natural Resources.

The Coastal Coardinating Council has developed a rough inventory of the coastal
zone which, for planning purposes, is comprised of the census tracts bordering the coast.
QOtherwise, the coastal zone is defined as seaward from the shore three miles into the
Atlantic Ocean and nine miles into the gulf; and inland to the extent of the salt water
influence.

With a federal grant of $450,000 from the Office of Coastal Zone Management
matched by a state contribution of $236,000, the Coastal Coordinating Council has been
designated to prepare Florida’s Coastal Zone Plan. State administration of Florida’s coas-
tal zone is fragmented. Major responsibility is divided between three agencies: the
Trustees of the Internal Improvement Board which manages all state-owned lands includ-
ing submerged lands along the coasts and which sets bulkhead lines and issues permits
for coastal development; the Department of Natural Resources which establishes setback
lines for each county and which also issues permits for coastal construction; and the De-
partment of Poliution Control which is responsible for water quality and which must
issue permits for the discharge of effluents into canals and coastal waterways. Other
agencies of state government play lesser roles impacting on the coastal areas.

In its application for federal funds, the CCC indicated its intention to expand its
staff for the purpose of developing the Coastal Zone plan. The CCC proposed to place
a staff member in the office of each of the coastal regional planning councils, a proposal
which drew strong opposition from the directors of the Tampa Bay RPC and the South
Florida RPC. It was the position of the directors that the regional planning councils
ought to do the coastal zone management plan, not the state agency. A compromise
is being worked out which provided that the CCC would contract with the RPC under
strict controls by the state. This proposal will probably not meet with much enthusiasm
among the loca!l government officials in Pinellas County who have a low opinion of the
TBRPC. They cite the lack of understanding by the RPF staff of the problems of lacal

government and of the implementation of the planning process along with its lack of depth
of expertise.



The Council has provided limited technical assistance to local government. [t does
not intend to pass through any of the federal coastal management grant to local govern-
ments. In addition to the Florida Coastal Zone Management Atlas, the council has pre-
pared detailed coastal zone management plans for Monroe County (the Florida Keys) and
for the City of Clearwater. As an outgrowth of the study of the Tampa Bay area prepared
by the Tampa Bay Regional Planning Council on contract with the Coastal Coordinating
Council, the CCC has prepared for the City of Clearwater a Coastal Zone Management
Plan and a handbook to guide the city officials on implementation of the plan. The
plan and handbook are intended to be both a prototype for the preparation of plans in
other areas and an instrument of practical use to Clearwater. City officials are generally
pleased with the plan and are in the process of implementing it.

State Legislation

The principal state legislation specifically relating to the coastal zone is the Beach
and Shore Preservation Act enacted originally in 1965 and subsequently amended. This
act regulates construction in coastal areas and provides for state participation in beach
restoration projects.

Other significant legislation with important implications to the coastal zone includes
the Comprehensive Planning Act of 1972, the Water Management Act of 1972 and the
Comprehensive Land and Water Management Act of 1972. A constitutionally authorized
recreational bond issue has provided funds for the purchase of two off-shore islands in
Pinellas County for public use.

The Land and Water Management Act structures major responsibilities for the re-
gional planning councils. Included among these is the responsibility for reviewing *‘de-
velopments of regional impact” {DRI’s}). Such developments are defined as those which
affect more than one county and include developments such as power plants, recreational
facilities, and port facilities which would have direct impact on the coastal zone. Also of
significance in this act is provision for the designation of ““areas of critical state concern.”
The law provides some state responsibility for regulation of development in areas so
designated. Included in the definition of “‘development’’ is “'alteration of shore or bank,
of a seacoast, river, stream, lake, pond, or canal, including any coastal construction.”

It is likely that the first coastal area so designated will be the Florida Keys, based in part
on the study prepared by the Coastal Coordination Council.

Of special concern in Florida is the establishment of the bulkhead line and the is-
suance of dredge and fill permits. With so much of the coastal area below flood criteria,
it is necessary for developers to raise the level of the land in order to begin construction
which can only be located landward of the bulkhead line. Coastal development is gen-
erally accomplished by dredging lakes or canals to provide the fill as well as for naviga-
tion purposes. Much coastal development is on filled land. Not only does this process
bear on developmetn activities in the coastal zone, but the construction of canals leading
into coastal waters directly affects the fresh water table and the extent of salt water in-
trusion into coastal wells,



CASE STUDY
SEATTLE/KING COUNTY/WASHINGTON

SITE DESCRIPTION

King County is located in the upper northwest corner of the State of Washington.
Bordered on the west by Puget Sound and the east by Lake Washington, this area is directly
connected to the Pacific Ocean through the Strait of Juan de Fuca. The twenty-three
hundred square miles of land in King County rises from sea level at Puget Sound to the
peaks of the Cascade Mountain range. The county is bisected by three river basins (Cedar,
Greene, and Snoqualmie) and contains a number of low vatlleys subject to continua! flood-
ing and extensive marshland. Although the land is suitable to forming in the non-hilly
areas, it is beginning to show the signs of creeping industrialization, The most densely
populated part of King County is contained within the City of Seattle which accounts
for approximately 48% {630,890) of the county’s population (1,156,633). The Seattle-
Everett Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area enjoyed an increase in population of
28.7% in the period between 1960 and 1970.

Approximately 90% of the King County sixty-six mile coast (including Vashou and
Mauri Island) is privately owned and used exclusively for single family residences. The
remaining 10% is divided equally between corporate ownership, primarily the Burlington
Northern Railroad, and public ownership, either state or local government in use as water-
front parks. Seattle’s coastal zone is seventy-eight miles in fength and includes all the
fresh and salt water frontage of Puget Sound and Elliot Bay. The major land owners are
the Boeing Company, the Port Authority, the city and various federal and state agencies
the most significant being the United States Navy.

(i

LOCAL GOVERNMENT

King County is the only home-rule county in the State of Washington. Its charter
provides for nine councilmen elected from districts and an elected county executive
similar to the mayor-councit form. Under the King County charter there is provision
for a chief administrative officer {(manager). However, in 1972 a reorganization of the
county executive’s staff, the traditional manager responsibilities were vested in a new
position, Director of the Department of Budget and Program Planning. Shoreline plan-

ning takes place in this department, one of six directly accountable to the county execu-
tive.

In 1960, under legislative ordinance, an Environmental Development Commission
was created to be an advisory body to the King County Departments of Planning and
the County Council. One hundred and thirty members are appointed by the elected



executive and the council to sit as a review body on all planning decisions and zoning
amendments. All land use plans as well as zoning amendments must ‘be adopted by the
County Council, and once adopted, are implemented by the Department of Community
and Environmental Development.

The City of Seattle is governed by a mayor and nine-member council. The mayor
has several executive assistants and a director of the new Office of Policy Planning to
assist him in management decisions. Council members are elected by districts within the
city while the mayor is elected at large. One of the many department heads reporting
directly to the mayor is the Director of the Department of Community Development.
The Office of Environmental Management which has the responsibility for shoreline or
coastal zone planning is a part of this department.

Although the City of Seattle has no planning advisory body, plans developed by the
Department of Community Development are submitted directly to the City Council for
their consideration. Amendments and variances to zoning must be referred first to a
Board of Adjustment and then to the City Council for a decision. The decisions are im-
plemented by the City Building Department, which is also responsible for permits and
development controls.

REGIONAL COVERNMENT
Municipalities of Metro Seattle (METRO)

METRO was created out of public concern for the poor quality of water in Lake
Washington and conditions near some of the Puget Sound beaches, caused by dumping
of raw sewage. In 1958, citizen concern led to voter approval of the establishment of a
metropolitan municipal corporation with the responsibilities of planning, constructing,
and operating sewerage facilities for the metropolitan area of Seattle, King County and
the municipalities therein. Within the enabling legislation which created METRO were
also the authority to operate five other functions: public transportation; comprehensive
planning; park administration; water supply; and garbage disposal.

Policy-making is the responsibility of the METRO Council, a thirty-six member
body. Membership is made up of the mayor and City Council of Seattle, the county
executive and the King County Council, seven elected officials from smaller cities, and
six representatives of unincorporated areas in the county {who are appointed by the
King County Council}. Decisions are made on approximately a one man/one vote basis.

METRO’s sewerage role can be described as that of a wholesaler. The agency does
not operate local sewer systems; instead, it connects to them, transports their sewage,
treats it and discharges it into receiving waters. City and county sewer districts are the
principal users of METRO and pay for the system through a water rate charge. Transit



operations are supporied through fare box receipts, a portion of the motor vehicle excise
tax, a local three mill sales tax and federal mass transit grants.

A water quality monitoring system was also established by METRO and 600 mon-
itoring stations routinely check all waters and marine life to ascertain the effects of the
dumping of treated sewage into receiving waters. METRO has also undertaken a river
basin planning program known as RIBCO. Five environmental studies which deal directly
with water and waste management in the two major drainage basins in King County will
be completed by the end of this year. Data derived from the five studies will be stored
in computers so that elected officials can use it to help evaluate the environmental con-
sequences of various land and water use decisions.

Because of the expertise within the METRO agency through the water guality mon-
itoring and river basin projects, it is not surprising that the governor designated METRO
as the EPA Section 208 grant recipient. However, this decision has created a contest of
wills between the agency and the Washington Department of Ecology.

One further authority, which METRQ has not yet exercised, is the development of
a comprehensive plan. Enabling legislation states: ““Upon the affirmative vote of two-
thirds of the members, such council may make planning, engineering, legal, financial and
feasibility studies preliminary to or infinite to the preparation of a recommended com-
prehensive plan for any metropolitan function ... "

Puget Sound Governmental Conference (PSGC)

In 1957, commissioners of King, Kitsap, Pierce, and Snohomish Counties formatly
organized a previously informal association of their planning directors to include elected
public officials. Since that time, a series of federal and state laws have expanded the
original scope of services of the Puget Sound G« :ernmental Conference -- planning on
a regional basis. I1n 1959, the state legislature gave regional planning bodies planning
authority similar to that exercised by county governments and in 1965, authorized coun-
cils of governments to contract for studies and to receive federal grants.

The 1965 legislation authorizes the establishment of a regional agency, or confer-
ence, “for the purpose of setting regional and governmental problems of mutual interest
and concern including, but not limited to, facilities studies on highways, transit, airports,
ports or harbor developments, water supply and distribution, codes and ordinances, gov-
ernmental finances, flood control, air and water pollution, recommendations of sites for
schools and educational institutions, hospital and health facilities, parks and recreations,
public buildings, land use and drainage; and to formulate recommendations for review
and action by the member counties and/or cities legislative bodies.”’

One of the conference’s major planning activities has been the development of a
regional comprehensive plan. Since no overall framework for orderly development of



the central Puget Sound region existed previously, the conference adopted an Interim
Regional Development Plan in August of 1971. The plan sets policies and guidelines for
development decisions and establishes the eligibility of local cities and counties for fed-
eral assistance grants. As it preceded the passage of the Coastal Zone Management Act
of 1972, there is no coastal management component within it. A current updating of
the [nterim Regional Development Plan will direct itself to the master plans developed
by cities and counties under the Shoreline Management Act as well as the Department
of Ecology’s interest in using federal Coastal Zone Management Act monies in multi-
jurisdictional arrangements.

Additional functions have been given to the Puget Sound Governmental Conference
by the federal government. It is the official A-95 review agency for all grant applications
filed by its 24 city and four'county member jurisdictions. The conference also reviews
environmental impact statements prepared in accordance with the federal National Envi-
ronmental Policy Act and related state legislation.

Membership in the Puget Sound Governmental Conference is a combination of elec-
ted and appointed officials from the four counties of Snohomish, King, Pierce, and Kitsap,
the 24 cities (including Seattle, Takoma, Bremerton, Everett) and several Indian tribes.

A 19-member executive board is responsible for policy decisions. Weighted voting, based
on population does exist; however, every member has at least one vote.

The financial basis of Puget Sound Governmental Conference operations is based
on the following several state and local funds: HUD 701; OEP Disaster Planning; FAA;
HEW Human Resources Planning; Washington Department of Highways Transportation
Planning (supplied through state gasoline tax); and the membership fee of all local gov-
ernments (eight cents per capita based on the 1970 population).

Port Authority

The Seattle Port Authority is an autonomous agency with county-wide jurisdiction.
Created in 1911 by state enabling legislation, it is governed by five commissioners, elected
by the citizens of King County.

Although the Port Authority has no regulatory powers, its broad areas of respon-
sibility make it a significant agency. Charged with facilitating water-borne commerce, it
owns, operates and constructs port terminal facilities, a marina and the Seattle-Tacoma
Airport. |t may also operate toll bridges, ferries and a railway, although these functions
have not been exercised. The Port Authority acts as an agent for the state in securing
new freshwater harbor leases and by encouraging industrial development through trade
representatives in New York, Chicago, Hong Kong and Tokyo.

Relying on containerized shipping for grain and oil exports, the Port Authority’s
major imports are rattan furniture, foreign automobiles, toys, major appliances, such as



televisions, and heavy equipment. As the Alaska pipeline becomes a reality, the Seattle
Port will become a significant oit transport terminal.

The coastline of the Seattle harbor measures 135 miles. Nearly 40 miles is in indus-
trail, commercial and public use (Port Authority, ship yards, Boeing aircraft, NOAA, United
States Navy) while the remainder is residential and recreational.

Within the Port district, both King County and Seattle are responsible for zoning
and enforcement of the tand. All new developments are subject to county building per-
mits (authorized by the Shoreline Management Act) and Environmental Impact State-
ments. With the sanction of Port officials, Seattle has set up special review districts com-
posed of citizens who want input on new port developments. Police and fire services are
provided by special districts of city and county governments.

Financial support of the Port Authority is obtained through five basic sources: user
charges; leases (land and facilities); bonding authority (commissioners may float bonds
up to a certain amount. If they wish to exceed that level, a public referendum is neces-
sary); property tax (1% mills per person); and federal grants (EDA, FAA and Corps). A
study of the Devomish River is being conducted jointly by Seattle, King County and the
Port Authority, funded by EDA.

As a member of the Washing Public Ports Association, the Seattle Port Authority
was invited to participate in the development of the Shoreline Management Act.

STATE CGOVERNMENT AND LEGISLATION
State Government

The Washington State Department of Ecology was created in 1970 by the state
legislature as an efficiency and modernization measure. Within the new department are
the former state Water Pollution Control Commission, the Air Quality Commission, De-
partment of Natural Resources, and the Solid Waste program formerly administered by
the Department of Health, as well as administrative responsibility for the Shoreline Man-
agement Act. The Department of Ecology is organized into two branches and each
branch into two offices. Under the Office of Planning and Program Development is the
Shoreline Management Program Administration. Although the state Department of
Ecology is charged with the administration of both the state and federal programs, the
Department of Natural Resources manages publicly owned tide, shore and aquatic lands
and the Parks and Recreation Commission is responsible for all seashore conservation.

State Legislation

The Shoreline Management Act of 1972 was an idea advanced by the Washington
Environmental Council which is the principal citizen’s environmental lobby in the state.



The concepts now contained in the legislation were presented as an initiative to the leg-
islature which amended the original proposal and developed the current law dividing
authority between state and local governments. Basically the legislation establishes a
cooperative program between the 220 city and 18 county governments within the coas-
tal zone and the Department of Ecology to develop guidetines for: {1) shoreline “mas-
ter programs’’ (comprehensive land use); and (2) criteria to use in evaluating permits
for coastal development. Local governments have the responsibility for inventorying
their coastal land, preparing the master program and for administering the regulatory
program {permits). Local inventories identified the use of the land, its natural charac-
teristics and the existing ownership. “Environments’’ were further developed for rural,
conservation, urban and industrial classifications which are used for permitting purposes.

The Shoreline Management Act is the very first example of direct state and local
cooperation in Washington. In fiscal year 1972, the legislature appropriated $500,000
for administration of the new law and set aside $100,000 to be used as grants to local
governments. Matching grants (50/50) were distributed to local governments on the basis
of population and miles of shoreline. The state later determined that county governments
would be the primary agents for developing master plans. When cities within the county
chose to develop their own plan, state funds were shared on the same criteria of popula-
tion and shoreline length with the city.

King County received three grants from the Department of Ecology for: inventory
{$9,000); Phase |: policy development for unincorporated and incorporated areas ($6,500);
and Phase It: definition of “‘environments’’ ($10,400). Under the formula, the City of
Seattle would have been eligible for only $200 and thereby, an agreement was made for
King County to receive the total grant amount and to provide the planning for all the
coastal communities within the county, including Seattle.

in May of 1974, the Washington State Department of Ecology received a planning
grant of $683,230 from the Office of Coastal Zone Management. The state share of
$194,410 represented one-third of the total grant. Of these federal monies, $70,000 is
earmarked to be passed through to local governments to be matched on a 50 state/ 50
local basis. King County may receive $9,000 to continue the development of its master
plan. In addition to the small grants avaitable under the Shoreline Management Act and
the potential use of Coastal Zone Management Act monies, local governments in Wash-
ington have also been able to utilize HUD Section 701 funds for shoreline development
plans. For the last three years all 701 funds passed through from the state to local gov-
ernments have been earmarked in this manner.

In addition to the financial assistance mentioned above, same technical assistance
was provided to local officials by the Interdisciplinary Advisory Committee funded jointly
by the Department of Ecology and the Sea Grant program at the University of Washington.
This committee was a voluntary body of coastal zone academicians and technical experts
charged with the responsibility of assisting local governments in negotiating major permits



and in developing their local master plan. Although local governments were advised of
the assistance available through the Interdisciplinary Advisory Committee, most of the
questions raised needed immediate answers. Unable to comply in a timely fashion, the
committee was abolished.

In response to requests from local governments, the Department of Ecology pro-
vided three day-long workshops for county planners which were successful enough that
they are ongoing. In its most recent catalog the University of Washington is offering
an introductory course on the administration of the Shoreline Management Act and the
Sea Grant program staff are making efforts to tailor their research to the needs of local
officials.

In spite of the assistance available, only 50 percent of Washington’s local govern-
ments have completed their master plans which were originally due December 31, 1973
under threat of state intervention. Rural counties have risen to the challenge of master
plan development by hiring, for the first time, planning directors. While the deadline
was extended to June 20, 1974, many local officials expressed annoyance concerning
the extraordinarily detailed requirements developed by the Department of Ecology and
the precious little grant monies available from the state government.

Feeling that the rural coastal counties were completely unequipped to develop mas-
ter plans, the Department of Ecology in conjunction with the Department of Community
Development provided a grant to the Washington State Association of Counties. A plan-
ner was hired to help with shoreline coordination and master plan assistance in these com-
munities through the Washington State Association of County and Regional Planning
Directors. Also, because of the intense interest of homeowners located in the Lake Wash-
ington area, the Department of Ecology granted $10,000 to the Lake Washington Regional
Citizens Advisory Committee. With that money, they were able to develop the Lake
Washington Regional Shoreline Goals and Policies Statement (dated October 31, 1973).
Various citizens from King County and Seattle as well as the other lake communities par-
ticipated in public hearings and delegated to local government experts the task of creating

a goals statement. It is intended that this statement be incorporated into the state shore-
line plan.
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A SELECTED COASTAL BIBLIOGRAPHY

This listing of books, articles and studies is directed towards filling the information
needs of urban planners and managers working in or near the coastal zone. Itisnota
complete listing of everything available but a selected compilation of pertinent material.
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COASTAL ZONE TERMINOLOGY

The following selection of coastal and related terms has been compiied to
facilitate communication between urban planners and coastal zone managers and to
help urban planners who are working as coastal zone managers.

ABATEMENT:

The method of reducing the concentration of pollution; also the use of such a
method.

ACCRETION:
The process of growth or enlargement. The increase of land by the gradual action
of natural forces such as wind and water.

ADVERSE EFFECT:
An adverse reaction of an ecosystem to a disturbance.

AGITATION DREDGING:
A method of dredging that involves overboard discharge of spoil with a high
induced rate of dispersal.

ALGAL BLOOM:
A proliferation of living algae on the surface of lakes, streams or ponds. Algal
blooms are stimulated by phosphate enrichment.

AQUACULTURE:

The cultivation or farming of the natural products of water, such as fish, shellfish,
kelp and seaweed. The process is used extensively off the coast of Japan and is
now spreading to areas in the U.S.



AQUIFER:

A ground water reservoir or conduit in a permeable subsurface layer open at one
end to surface waters and sloping downward. Also, an underground bed or stratum
of earth, gravel or porous stone that contains water.

AREAS OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN:

Areas which, because of their ecologic and geographic significance, require special
management considerations.

ARTESIAN WELL:

A freeflowing well dritied into an aquifer with the well head below the highest point
of water. A well made by boring into the earth until reaching water with a great
enough internal pressure that it flows upward like a fountain.

ATOLL:

A circular coral reef enclosing a lagoon. Atolls usually grow on the rim of a submerged

volcanic crater. They are most abundant in the Pacific Ocean.

BACKWASH:
The seaward-flowing surface water resulting from a wave hitting the shore.

BAR:

An offshore deposit of silt, sand or gravel, submerged at least at high tide. A bar
is often elongated and parallel to the shore but can occur in many shapes. Bars are
most often found at the mouths of rivers and estuaries in tidal waters.

BARRIER ISLAND:

Elongated seafront islands formed by the action of the sea usually parallel to the
sea coast. A barrier island is often called a barrier beach.

BARRIER REEF:

Coral reefs separated from the shore by a lagoon. Such reefs are usually broken by
passes, allowing access to the lagoon. See aroll, pass.

BAY:
A large body of water semi-enclosed by land.



BAYOU:
A minor, sluggish waterway or estuarial creek, with low salinity and a fresh/salt
water mix, generally tidal or with a slow current. Its course generally runs through
lowlands or swamps, connecting with other bodies of water. Bayous are sometimes
known as sloughs.

BEACH:
The zone of unconsolidated material (usually sand, gravel, or cobble) that extends
fandward from the low water line to the place where there is marked change in
material or form. The seaward limit of the beach — unless otherwise specified —
is the mean low water line, A beach includes foreshore and backshore.

BENTHIC REGION:
The bottom of a body of water which supports the plant and animal life whose
habitat is at the bottom of a sea, lake or river (benthos).

BIOCHEMICAL OXYGEN DEMAND (BOD}:
The measure of the amount of oxygen consumed per unit time in the biclogical
processes which will use up large amounts of dissolved oxygen. Large amounts
of organic waste initiate biological activity which breaks down organic matter
in water.

BIODEGRADABLE:
A substance which decomposes quickly as a result of the action of microorganisms.

BLOWOUT:
A gap in a sand dune caused by wind blowing the sand away after the removal of
anchoring vegetation.

BRACKISH WATER:
A mixture of fresh water and sea water with a salinity between the two.

BREAKER:
A wave whose top is advancing shoreward faster than its bottom. The top of a
breaker is a whitecap.



BREAKWATER:
A structure built perpendicular to the prevailing wind direction used to stop or
deter the effects of wave action in a harbor.

BOG:
Wet, spongy land usually poorly drained, highly acidic and rich in plant life.

BUFFER ZONE:
A strip established to separate and protect one type of land use from another, usually
of a modified protected nature; for example, as a screen to objectionable noise, smoke,
and visual aspects of an industrial zone adjacent to a residential area. Also, a limited use
area between a developed area and a protected area.

BULKHEAD:
A structure separating land and water areas, primarily designed to resist earth pressure.
A bulkhead built along a waterfront to resist encroachments of the sea is called a seawall.
The bulkhead line marks the area beyond which a bulkhead cannot be constructed.

CARRYING CAPACITY (ECOLOGY):
The limit to the amount of life, in numbers or mass, that can be supported by any
given habitat without artificial support. Also, used to express reasonable {imits of
human use of a resource.

CAUSEWAY:
A raised road crossing a marsh or open water. Causeways are usually iow-lying bridges

CESSPOOL:
An old device for disposing of sewage from individual dwelling units, utilizing a
perforated, buried tank that allows the effluent to seep into the surrounding soil
but retains most of the solids. Cesspools are cansidered unacceptable disposal
devices under modern public health standards.



CHANNELIZATION:
The straightening and deepening of streams to permit water to move faster, to
reduce flooding or to drain marshy acreage for farming.

CHEMICAL OXYGEN DEMAND (COD):
A measure of the amount of oxygen required to oxidize organic and some inorganic
compounds in water.

CIRCULATION:
The pattern of movement, both horizontal and vertical, of water in a region of
containment as caused by tides, currents and winds.

CITY PLANNING; URBAN PLANNING:
The guidance and shaping of the development, growth, arrangement, and change of
urban environments with the aim of harmonizing them with the social, aesthetic,
cultural, political, and economic requirements of life.

CLOSED CYCLE:
A self-contained power plant steam-condenser cooling system that requires water
input only to replace evaporative losses and to dilute residues.

COAST:
A strip of land of indefinite width extending from the seashore inland to the first
major change in terrain features or to a climatic discontinuation. 1t may be several
miles wide. The coast line is the line forming the boundary between the water
and the land. The coastal area is the land and sea areas bordering the coast line.

There are five major classes of coasts. These are:
Compound coast: A coast exhibiting characteristics of two or more types of coasts.

Emergent coast: A regular coast with few good harbors created by a rise in the
earth’s crust occurring near the border of a continent.

Fault coast: A coast with little beach and few harbors found where mountains rise
steeply very near the shoreline. The offshore area is usually studded with boulders
and cobble, making navigation hazardous.



Neutral coast: An area with no relative change between the sea level and the coast.

Subtypes of neutral coasts are: alluvial fans, deltas, volcanic coasts and coral reef
coasts.

Submergent coast: A highly irregular coast with many estuaries and good harbors
created by the sinking of the earth’s crust near the border of a continent. Ria coasts
and fiord coasts are subtypes of submergent coasts.

COASTAL FLOODPLAIN:
The area shorelands extending inland from the normai yearly maximum high tide
or high water level to the highest expected high tide or higher water level in a given
period of time (i.e., 5,50, 100 years). See floodplain.

COASTAL STATE:
A state of the United States, in, or bordering on, the Atlantic, Pacific, or Arctic
Oceans, the Gulf of Mexico, Long Island Sound, or one or more of the Great Lakes.
The term may also include Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam, and American
Samoa. There are 30 coastal states and 4 territories.

COASTAL UPWELLING:
A process by which the deeper and colder waters rise to the surface along the coast.
The water moves shoreward along a subsurface layer of a water basin into the shore
zone to replace the surface water moving offshore. The reaction is usually caused by
wind forcing surface waters offshore. This process often brings nutrients to the surface
and creates good fishing and a cool, humid ctimate.

COASTAL WATERS: .
(1) In the Great Lakes area, the waters within the territorial jurisdiction of the United
States consisting of the Great Lakes, their connecting waters, harbors, roadsteads, bays,
shallows, and marshes.
(2} In other areas, those waters, adjacent to the shorelines, which contain a measurable
quantity or percentage of sea water, including, but not limited to, sounds, bays, lagoons,
bayous, ponds, and estuaries.

COASTAL WATERSHED:
A drainage area that drains directly into coastal waters. (Does not include drainage
basins that drain wholly into fresh water channels tributary to coastal waters.)



COASTAL ZONE:
The coastal waters {including the lands therein and thereunder} and the adjacent
shorelands (including the waters therein and thereunder), strongly influenced by
each other and in proximity to the shorelines of the several coastal states, and
includes transitional and intertidal areas, salt marshes, wetlands, and beaches. The
zone extends inland from the shorelines only to the extent necessary to control
shorelands, the uses of which have a direct and significant impact on the coastal
waters. Excluded from the coastal zone are lands the use of which is, by law,
subject solely to the discretion of or which is held in trust by the Federal Govern-
ment, its officers or agents.

COLIFORM INDEX:
An index of the purity of water based on a count of its coliform bacteria.

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN:
An official document adopted by a local government setting forth its general
policies regarding the long-term physical development of a city or other area.
The plan should be broad enough to include all aspects of a development or
redevelopment program as distinguished from sporadic, isolated, or piecemeal
planning. 1t can include such elements as: a land use plan, a traffic circulation
ptan; sanitary sewer, drainage and potable water guidelines; conservation;
recreation and open space; housing plans; coastal zone protection guidelines.

CONSERVATION:
The protection of the resources (minerals, water, forests, land fisheries, wildlife,
etc.) of man's environment against depletion or waste and the safeguarding of its
beauty. Also, an urban-renewal strategy that emphasizes the protection of an
existing, viable neighborhood against the encroachment of blight.

CONTINENTAL SHELF:
The zone bordering a continent extending from the line of permanent immersion
to the depth {usually about 200 meters or 600 feet) where there is a marked or
rather steep descent toward the great depths.

CORAL REEF:
A calcareous structure built by large colonies of coral and shell forming organisms.

Corals forming large reefs are found in warm, shallow waters. A coral head is a
colony of coral which may form part of a reef.



CURRENT, COASTAL:
Offshore circulation which is affected by the coast and shaliowness of the bottom.
One of the offshore currents flowing generally parallel to the shore line with a
relatively uniform velocity (as compared to the littoral currents). They are not
related generically to waves and resulting surf but may be composed of currents
related to distribution of mass in ocean waters {or local eddies), wind-driven
currents and/or tidal currents.

CuUT:
A channel dredged or excavated for navigational purposes.

DELTA:
A deposit of silt, sand and/or gravel found at the mouth of a stream or river.

DEMOGRAPHIC:
Statistics of human populations especially with reference to size, density, distribution
and vital statistics.

DESALINIZATION:
Salt removal from sea or brackish water to produce potable water.

DISSOLVED OXYGEN (DO):
The amount of oxygen dissolved in a body of water. A minimum of 6ppm oxygen
is needed in the water for an optimum ecosystem function.

DOCK (SLIP):
(1} The space between two piers. A pier is sometimes erroneously called a dock.
(2) A basin or enclosure for reception of vessels, and provided with means for
controlling the water level. A wet dock is one in which water can be maintained
at any level by closing a gate when the water is at the desired level. A dry dock
is a dock providing support for a vessel, and means for removing the water so that
the bottom of the vessel can be exposed. See jetry, pier, wharf.

DRAINAGEWAY:
A pathway for watershed drainage characterized by wet soil vegetation, often
intermittent in flow.



DRAINAGE BASIN:
The entire area of shorelands drained by a watercourse in such a way that alt flow
originating in the area is discharged through a single outlet.

DREDGING:
A method of scraping and/or removing mud and other solids to deepen or modify
stream beds, swamps or coastal waters. The resulting mud is often deposited in
marshes in a process called filling.

DUMP:
A land site where solid waste is disposed of in a manner that does not protect the
environment,

DUNE:
A hill or ridge of sand piled up by the action of wind and waves. The steep side
of a dune is on the leeward side.

DUNE STABILIZATION:
The growth of heavier vegetation such as perennial shrubs, trees, and vines on sand
dunes thus impeding their movement by waves or wind.

EASEMENT:
An acquired right of use, interest, or privilege (short of ownership) in lands owned
by another, such as an easement of light, of building support, or of right-of-way.
They may be permanent or limited in time dependent upon the easement agreement.
Conservation easements are acquired by a public body to restrict the development
of land so that open space and natural resources may be protected. Scenic easements
involve the granting of the right of land use from an individual to a public body so
that the aesthetic appearance of the land may be guaranteed. Flooding easements,
water-access easements, hiking- and riding-trail easements, and easements not to
build are among the common forms.

ECOLOGY:
The relations of an organism to its environment. A study of the distribution of
organisms in time and space and of the flux of mass and energy through the environ-
ment.



EDDY:
A surface or subsurface water current moving contrary to the direction of the main
current, especially in a circular motion,

EMBAYMENT:
A relatively small and shallow estuary with rather restricted flushing (differs from
lagoon by having significant freshwater inflow).

EMINENT DOMAIN:
The power of a government to acquire lands for public purposes through payment
to the owner. '

ENVIRONMENT:
The sum of all external conditions and influences affecting the life, development
and, ultimately, the survival of an organism.

ENVIRONMENTAL iMPACT STATEMENT (EIS):
A document prepared by a Federal agency, and more recently by local governments,
on the environmental impact of their proposals for major actions significantly affecting
the quality of the human environment. Environmental impact statements are used
as tools for decision making and are required by the National Environmental Policy Act.
In some cases, it is known as an Environmental Assessment Statement.

EROSION:
The wearing away or external degeneration and removal of surface materials by a
moving stream of fluid such as running water, or waves, wind, ice (glaciers), or other
natural occurrences.

ESTUARINE SANCTUARY:
A research area which may include any part or all of an estuary, adjoining transitional
areas, and adjacent uplands, constituting, to the extent feasible, a natural unit, set
aside to provide scientists and students the opportunity to examine over a period of
time the ecological relationships within the area.

ESTUARY:
That portion of a stream influenced by the tide of the body of water into which it
flows. A bay, as the mouth of a river, where the tide meets the river current.
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For the purposes of the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 (P.L.. 92-583}, an
estuary may be defined as:
That part of a river or stream or other body of water having unimpaired
connection with the open sea, where the sea water is measurably diluted
with fresh water derived from land drainage. The term includes estuary-
type areas of the Great Lakes. May include confined areas of seasonally
restricted fresh water drainage.

FETCH:
A wide expanse of open water. The continuous area of water over which the wind
blows in essentially a constant direction.

FILLING:
The process of depositing dirt, sand, mud or solid waste on a parce! of land to raise
its elevation. Artificial elevation of land by deposit of soil or sediment.

FLOODPLAIN:
{1) The whole area flooded and covered with sedimentary deposits when a large
river annually floods portions of level land near its mouth.
{(2) A strip of relatively smooth land bordering a stream, built of sediment carried
by the stream and dropped in the slack water beyond the influence of the swiftest
current.
{3) That portion of a river valley, adjacent to the river channel, which is built of
sediments during the present regimen of the stream and which is covered with
water when the river overflows its banks at flood stages.

FLUSHING RATE: : -
The rate at which the water of an estuary is replaced {usually expressed as the time
for one complete replacement).

FRESH WATER:
Any water having virtually no salt content.

GREEN BELT:
A wide band of countryside surrounding a city an which building is generally barred,
usually large enough to form an adequate protection against objectionable uses of
property or the intrusion of nearby development. A specific type of open space
protection.
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GROIN:
See jerty.

GROUND COVER:
Grasses or other plants grown to keep soil from being blown or washed away.

GROUND WATER:
Subsurface water occupying the zone of saturation. In a restricted sense, the term
is applied only to water below the water table.

GULF:
A relatively large portion of the sea which penetrates into the interior of the land.
In general, the entrance is wider than the length.

GUT:
A narrow, deep channel that is usually characterized by rapid currents.

HABITAT:
The sum total of environmental conditions of a specific place that is occupied by
an organism, a population or acommunity.

HARBOR:
A protected part of a sea, lake or other body of water used by vessels as a place
of safety and/or for the transfer of passengers and cargo between water and land
carriers. The man-made facilities of a harbor are called a port.

IMPACT ASSESSMENT:
The evaluation of ecological effects to determine their impact on human needs
as well as the impact on man-made developments.

INACTIVE GARBAGE DUMPS:
Old, inactive dumps, especially for private purposes, that may still contribute
organic matter to runoff wastes.

INDUSTRIAL PARK; INDUSTRIAL ESTATE:
An area zoned and planned for various industrial uses and developed and managed
as a unit, usually with provision for common services for the users.
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INLET:
A natural channel between a large, parent body of water and a lagoon or bay. An

arm of the sea or other body of water that is long compared to its width and that
may extend a considerable distance inland.

INTERTIDAL AREA:
The area between high and low tide levels.

JETTY:
A structure such as a wharf or pier so located as to influence current or protect the
entrance to a harbor or a river. A jetty built perpendicular to the coast and perpendicular
to littoral currents to stop or deter beach erosion and which is solid from top to bottom is
called a groin. A jetty which breaks the force of the sea at any place is called a breakwater.

LAGOON:
A relatively shallow body of water lying between a barrier beach and the mainland.
Access 1o the ocean or lake is through cuts or natural passes.

LAND BANK:
A stockpile of publicly owned land; the result of a program under which a government
buys land and holds it for future use as needed.

LANDFILL:
A site which is used as a dumping ground for varioys articles and waste products. See
sanitary landfill.

LAND, IMPROVED:
Raw land that has been provided with sidewalks, water, sewers, and other basic facilities
in preparation for residential or industrial development. It sometimes also describes land
structures as well, but usually refers to land with utilities only; land with buildings and
utilities would be called a developed area.

LAND, MARGINAL:
Land at the edge of, or surrounding, a city or metropolitan area; also, land of such poor
quality or jocation that the cost of farming it or putting it to some other use is hardly
covered by the expected returns.
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LLAND USE:
The delineation by a governing authority of the utilization to which land within
its jurisdiction may be put so as to promote the most advantageous development
of the community (such as designation of industrial, residential, commercial, re-
creational, and other uses under a master plan). Coastal land use means activities
which are conducted in or on the shorelands within the coastal zone. The employ-
ment of a site or holding so as to derive revenue or other benefit from it.

LEACHATE:
Liquid that percolates through soil, gravel, solid waste and other landfills and
extracts dissolved materials from it.

LEACHING:
The process by which soluble materials in the soil are dissolved and washed into a
lower layer of soil or carried away.

LITTORAL:
Of or pertaining to a shore, especially of the sea. A coastal region which is
sometimes restricted to areas between highest high tide and lowest low tide.

LONGSHORE CURRENT (LITTORAL CURRENT):
The resulting current produced by the interaction of sea waves, winds and marine
topography. The current runs roughly parallel to the shoreline.

LOT: .
The smallest unit of city building — the smallest subdivision of land or of a block
in which cities are sectioned, its size varying with the locality. It may also describe

a parcel of vacant land or one with a building or group of buildings in single ownership.

MANAGEMENT PROGRAM:
A comprehensive statement in words, maps, illustrations, or other media of

communication, prepared and adopted by the state in accordance with the provisions

of this title, setting forth objectives, policies, and standards to guide public and
private uses of lands and waters in the coastal zone.

MANGROVE:
Any one of a variety of trees found in tropic and sub-tropic regions which are
tolerant of salt water and grow along the coast, generally within or slightly above
the intertidal region.
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MARINA:
A dock or basin providing secure moorings for motorboats, yachts, and sailboats
and often offering supply, repair and other facilities.

MARSH:
A tract of soft, wet or periodically inundated land, generally treeless and usually
characterized by grasses and other low growth.

MARSH, SALT:
A marsh periodically flooded by salt water.

MEAN RIVER LEVEL:
The average height of the surface of a river at any point for all stages of the tide
over a 19-year period, usually determined from hourly height readings. For
charting purposes, tidal datums for rivers are usually based on observations
during selected periods when the river is at or near low water stage.

MEAN SEA LEVEL (MSL):
The arithmetic mean of hourly sea level heights over a specific 19-year (epoch)
series of observations. The epoch presently used by the National Ocean Survey
is 1941-1959; it will be routinely revised at 25-year intervals.

Selected values of mean sea level serve as the datum for all elevation surveys in
the United States.

MEANDER LINE: . .
A group of lines originally established by federal surveys of shoreline areas
intended to coincide with the mean high water line. Lines were established for
the purpose of locating shore lines of bodies of water. The meander line appears
as a series of straight lines not necessarily reflecting actual legal limits of owner-
ship boundaries in shoreline areas.

NEARSHORE (ZONE):
Iin beach terminology, an indefinite zone extending seaward from the shore line
somewhat beyond the breaker zone. It defines the area of nearshore currents.
The shoreface.
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OFFSHORE SAND DEPOSIT:
A ridge or mound of sand submerged at least at high tide, usually found at the
mouth of a river or estuary or lying a short distance from and parallel to the
beach. See har.

OFFSHORE OIL:
A petroleum deposit beneath the ocean floor.

OILSPILL:
The accidental discharge of oil into bays, inland waterways or the ocean. Methods
of oil spill control include chemical dispersion, combustion, mechanical containment,
and absorption.

OPEN SPACE:
That portion of the landscape which has not been built over.

OPEN WATER:
An expanse of water containing no islands or other barriers.

OUTFALL:
The vent of a river, drain, etc., at the point where the water is released.

OUTLET:
The opening by or through which any water discharges its content. The lower end
of a lake or pond; the point at which a lake or pond discharges into the stream which
drains it.

OVERTURN:
The exchange of pasition into fall and spring of bottom and upper waters in a lake,
caused by density differences due to temperature changes.

OXIDATION POND:
A man-made lake or pond in which organic wastes are oxidated by bacterial action.

PARK:
An open area, usually landscaped or left in its natural state, intended for outdoor
recreation and the general enjoyment of nature. The distinctive feature of a park, as
opposed to other recreational areas, is the opportunity offered for passive recreation —
sitting, walking, and watching.
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PASS:
A natural channel through a barrier reef, Also a river's channel through its delta.

PERCOLATION:
Downward flow or infiltration of water through the pores or spaces of a rock
or soil. When percolation removes minerals from the soil, it is known as leaching.

PIER:
An elongated structure perpendicular to the shoreline and extending into the water used
as a berthing place for vessels to deliver and receive cargo and passengers. Piers are usually
platforms resting on pilings driven into the sea bed.

POLLUTION:
The fouling of the air, water, or soil by the introduction of injurious or corrupting elements.
Any material adversely affecting the natural environment is a pollutant. Noise and trans-
gressions on aesthetics have also been included within the category of pollutants.

PORT:
A place provided with terminal and transfer facilities for loading and discharging cargo or
passengers, usually located in a harbor. Deepwater ports areports located in water of a
great enough depth for supertankers to enter and moor.

POTABLE WATER:

Water suitable for drinking or cooking purposes from both health and aesthetic consid-
erations.

PRESERVATION:

Keeping an area from destruction. Protecting an area or its inhabitants from ary adverse
changes.

PUBLIC DOMAIN:
In the United States, all the lands owned at any time by government and subject to
sale or other transfer or ownership under its laws, exclusive of land owned by individuals
or other private interests. The federal or national domain is the total area under the
operational jurisdiction of the government.

PUBLIC LANDS:
(1) The public domain of the United States; (2} reservations, other than Indian reservations,
created from the public domain; (3) lands permanently or temporarily withdrawn, reserved,
or withheld from private appropriation; (4) outstanding interests of the United States in
lands patented, conveyed in fee or otherwise, under the public land laws; {6) national
forests; (6) wildlife refuges and ranges; and {7) the surface and subsurface resources of
all such lands under the control oi the United States in the Quter Continental Shelf.
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PUMP-STORAGE PLANT:
A hydro-electric generating facility operated by the flow of artificially elevated
water.

RIA:
A long, narrow estuary whose depth gradually decreases inland. In certain parts
of the U.S. Atlantic coast, rias are known as creeks.

RECEIVING WATERS:

Rivers, lakes, oceans, or other bodies that receive treated or untreated waste.
waters.

RECLAMATION:
The measures undertaken to bring about the necessary reconditioning or restoration
of land or water that has been altered or changed in ways which will prevent or
control onsite and offsite damage to the environment.

RECREATION:
Any activity voluntarily undertaken for pleasure, fun, relaxation, exercise, se!f-
expression, or release from boredom, worry, or tension; that which is physically

or psychologically rejuvenating because it is apart from the essential routines of
one's life.

RIP CURRENT:
A narrow intense current setting seaward through the surf zone which removes
the excess water brought to the zone by the small net mass transport of waves.
Rip currents are fed by longshore currents. They usually occur at points, groins,
jetties, etc. of irregular beaches and at regular intervals along straight, uninterrupted
beaches.

RIPARIAN:
Pertaining to the banks of a body of water.

RIPARIAN RIGHTS:

Rights of a land owner to the water on or bordering his property, including the
right to prevent diversion or misuse of upstream water.



RIVER BASIN:
The total area drained by a river and its tributaries.

RUNOFF:
The portion of rainfall, melted snow or irrigation water that flows across the ground
surface and eventually is returned to streams.

SALINITY:
A measure of the quantity of dissolved salts in sea water.

SALT FRONT:
The inland limit of measurable salt (0.5 ppt) in an estuary at any given time.

SALT WATER:
Ocean water with a salinity of 34 parts per thousand or more,

SALT WATER INTRUSION:
A movement of salt water inland into fresh water aquifers.

SAND:
Grains smaller than .16 (1/6) of an inch in diameter and larger than silt.

SANITARY LANDFILL:
A site for solid waste disposal where waste is spread in thin layers, compacted to
the smallest practical volume and covered with soil at the end of each working day.

SEA BREEZE:
The breeze that blows from the sea to the land on many coasts from midmorning

to sunset on sunny days in summer. After sunset it may be succeeded by a land
breeze blowing from land to sea.

SEDIMENTATION:

The process of gravitational deposition of soil and other particles transported by
water.
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SEPTIC TANK:
A receiving tank plus a leaching pit in which waste matter is purified and decomposed
through bacterial action. Unlike cesspools, septic tanks may be acceptable sanitary
systems for low-density development depending on soil conditions.

SEWAGE:
Liquid or water-borne wastes which usually create BOD generated within residences,
business establishments, institutions, and industrial buildings or as by-products of
any residential, commercial, industrial, social, agricultural, or municipal activity.
There are 4 steps in sewage treatment:

Pretreatment: |n waste water treatment, any process used to reduce pollution load
before the waste water is introduced into a main sewer system or delivered to a
treatment plant for substantial reduction of the pollution load.

Primary treatment: The first stage in waste water treatment in which substantially
all floating or settleable solids are mechanically removed by screening and sedimen-
tation.

Secondary treatment: The second stage of waste water treatment in which bacteria
consume the organic parts of the wastes. This biochemical action is accomplished
by use of trickling filters or the activated sludge process. Effective secondary treat-
ment removes virtually all floating and settleable solids and approximately 90
percent of both BOD, and suspended soiids. Chlorination is the final stage of the
secondary treatment process.

Tertiary treutment: Waste water treatment beyond the secondary or biological

stage that includes removal of nutrients such as phosphorus and nitrogen, noxious
chemicals and a high percentage of suspended solids. Tertiary treatment, also known
as advanced waste treatment, produces a high quality effluent,

SEWER:

Any pipe or conduit used to collect and carry away sewage or storm water runoff
from the generating source to treatment plants or receiving streams.

SHOAL:
Shallow part of a water basin.

SHORE:

That strip of ground bordering any body of water which may be alternately exposed,
or covered by tides and waves and usually extends above that area. A shore of
unconsolidated material is usually called a beach.
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SHORELANDS:
The terrain of the coastal watershed down to the upper margin of the wetlands
(lower margin of coasta! floodplain).

SHORELINE:
The intersection of a specified plane of water with the shore. The line delineating
the shoreline on National Ocean Survey nautical charts and surveys is the mean high-
water line except in areas of vegetation where it is apparent at the outer limits of
vegetation.

SILT:
Fine particulate matter which is between sand and clay in size.

SPIT:
A long, narrow sand bar, exposed at all tides, with one end attached to land. Spits
usually bend landward at the unattached end.

SPOIL:
Dredged materials.

SPOIL BANK:
An elongated mound of material dredged from a harbor or waterway usually
located along the shore of the waterway.

SPOIL ISLAND:
A man-made island of material dredged from the bottom of the surrounding body
of water.

STAGNANT WATER:
Motionless water in containers, low areas, and specifically in catch basins along
streets which often serves as a breeding place for bacteria and insects.

STORM SURGE:
The piling up of water against a coast by strong winds such as those accompanying
a hurricane or other intense storm. Reduced atmospheric pressure is often a con-
tributing factor in hurricanes. These are potentially catastrophic.
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STRATIFIED ESTUARY:
An estuary with two or more distinct water layers caused by salinity or temperature -
induced density differences. Usually a wedge of salt water flows upstream along the
bottom and fresh water flows out along the surface.

SUBAQUEOUS:
Below the water surface. Generally anything that goes on totally in water having
no contact with the air.

SUBDIVISION CONTROL.:
The legal regulations governing the manner in which land can be subdivided into
lots and provided with the basic services of roads, transportation, water and sewage.

SUMP:
A depression or tank that serves as a drain or receptacle for liquids for salvage or
disposal.

SWAMP:
An area, partially or completely under water, that supports a growth of vegetation.

TERRITORIAL SEA:
State waters reaching seaward three nautical miles.

TIDAL BASIN:
A nearshore area separated from the open water by a bar or ridge (tidal bar) but
still affected by tidal forces.

TIDAL FLAT:
A flat, soggy area which emerges during low tide, that is characterized by the
simultaneous deposition of clay and sand by tidal waters.

TIDAL RIVER:
The tidally influenced portion of a coastal river.
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TIDAL WAVE:
The front of an incoming tide. A shallow water wave caused by the gravitational
interactions between the sun, moon and earth. The term tidal wave is often in-
correctly applied to tsunamis. See isunami.

TIDE:
The periodic rising and falling of the water. Although the accompanying horizontal
movement of the water, resulting from the same cause, is also sometimes called the
tide, it is preferable to designate the latter as fidal current, reserving the name fide
for the vertical movement,

Neap tide: Tides of decreased range or tidal currents of decreased velocity occurring
semimonthly as the result of the moon being in its 1st or last quarter.

Rip tide: Properly called rip current. See rip current.

Spring tide: Tides of increased range or tidal currents of increased velocity
occuring semi-monthly as a result of the moon being new or full.

TIDEWATER:
Water affected by tides or sometimes that part of it which covers the tideland.
The term is sometimes used broadly to designate the seaboard.

TURBIDITY:
Suspended matter which reduces water clarity,

TSUNAMI:
A seismic sea wave. Tsunamis are caused by earthquakes on the ocean floor. The
resulting waves are 60 to 120 miles in length and 50 to 100 feet in height. They
hit the shore with extreme force. Tsunamis are sometimes mistakenly called tidal
waves. See ftidal waves.

UNDERTOW:
The subsurface, seaward-flowing current occurring when waves break on a shore.

UPRUSH:

The powerful surge of a wave causing a landward movement of sand and gravel
onto the beach.
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VEGETATION LINE:
The line marking the end of vegetation.

VITAL AREA:
A physical component, or feature, of such extreme importance to the functioning
of an ecosystem that it requires complete preservation.

WATER LEVEL:
The surface of still water; the level assumed by the surface of a body of water.
There are various water levels in tidal waters. These follow:

High water (HW): The maximum height reached by a rising tide.

High water line: Strictly, the intersection of the plane of mean high water with
the shore. The shoreline delineated on the nautical charts of the National Ocean
Survey is an approximation to the high water line.

Higher high water (HHW): The higher of the two high waters of any tidal day. The
single high water occurring daily during periods when the tide is diurnal is considered
to be a higher high water. Mean higher high water (MHHW ) is the average height of
the higher high waters over a 19-year period. For shorter periods of observations,
corrections are applied to eliminate known variations and reduce the result to the
equivalent of a mean 19-year value.

Higher Low Water (HLW): The higher of the two low waters of any tidal day.
where there are two tides.

Low water (LW): The minimum height reached by a falling tide.

Low water line: The intersection of any standard low tide datum plane with the
shore.

Lower high warer (LHW): The lower of the two high waters of any tidai day where
there are two tides.

Lower low water (LLW): The lower of the two low waters of any tidal day. The single
low water occurring daily during periods when the tide is diurnal is considered to be

a lower low water. Mean lower low water (MLLW) is the average height of the lower
low waters over a 19-year period. For shorter periods of observations, corrections

are applied to eliminate known variations and reduce the result to the equivalent of
a mean 19-year value.
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Mean high water (MHW ).

The average height of the high waters over a 19-year period. For shorter periods of
observations, corrections are applied to eliminate known variations and reduce the
result to the equivalent of a mean 19-year value.

Mean low water (MLW ):

The average height of the low waters over a 19-year period. For shorter periods
of observations, corrections are applied to eliminate known variations and reduce
the result to the equivalent of a mean 19-year value.

WATERSHED: _
A region or area bounded peripherally by a water parting and draining ultimately
to a particular body of water. The area drained by a given stream.

WATER TABLE:
A plane in the soil separating a zone of saturation from one of under-saturation.

WATER USE:
Activities which are conducted in or on the water; but not including the establishment
of any water quality standard or criteria or the regulation of the discharge or runoff of
water pollutants.

WETLANDS:
Naturally vegetated areas located between mean high water and the yearly normal
maximum flood water level. Wetlands are those land and water areas subject to
regular inundation by tidal, riverine, or lacustrine flowage. Generally included are
inland and coastal shallows, marshes, mudflats, swamps, and similar areas in coastal
and inland navigable waters.

WHARF:
A structure serving as a berthing place for vessels. A wharf approximately parallel
to the shoreline and accommodating ships on one side only is called a quay. A wharf
extending into the water and accommadating ships on both sides is called a pier. See
dock, jetty, pier.

WHITECAPS:

The tops of breakers. Strong winds blowing on-shore across the whitecaps produce
spindrift.
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ZONE, TRANSITION:
A zoning designation intended to guide the orderly conversion of an area from one
predominant use to another, usually residential to higher-density residential and
commercial. As the downtown expands, transition zones are often created at the
margin of central business districts where large old single-family homes are being
converted to apartments, businesses, or professional offices.

ZONING:
In general, the demarcation of a local government by ordinance into zones and
the establishment of regulations to govern the use of the land (commercial,
industrial, residential, type of residential, etc.) sometimes including the location,
bulk, height, shape, use, and coverage of structures within each zone. '

ZONING, PERFORMANCE STANDARD:
Regulations providing general criteria for determining the acceptability of certain
industrial, land uses, and buildings as distinguished from specification standards or
detailed requirements. For example, instead of grouping industries in ordinances
under the headings ‘light,” ““heavy,”” or “‘unrestricted,”” technological measurements
are made. For the terms “limited,” “‘substantial,” “‘objectionable,” and “offensive,”
specified measurements are provided to determine the rating of a particular use.
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